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Abstract 
Background.  In a 21st century context, it is essential to develop skills for working 
together to achieve common goals. Research demonstrates that with Cooperative 
Learning, students acquire verbal, cognitive and social skills. In addition, the prospect of 
learning how to resolve problems peacefully by working to achieve a common good are 
the skills needed for constructing democratic citizenship. Even though it is important for 
future learning that students learn how to work together in the early years, very few 
interventions with Cooperative Learning have been implemented in early childhood 
education. Investment in young students’ education could be a way of preventing 
disadvantage, especially in children from low socio-economic backgrounds.  The beliefs 
teachers hold about pedagogy is a crucial determining factor for their behaviour inside the 
classroom. Little is known about Cooperative Learning in a Chilean context, and 
furthermore, there is a paucity of research about the beliefs early childhood teachers hold 
regarding the use of this pedagogical approach to learning. 
Aim. The purpose of this research project was to identify, describe and understand 
Chilean early childhood teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, intentions and experience towards the 
use of Cooperative Learning in their classrooms.  
Method. A sequential explanatory mixed method research design was implemented.  
More than 500 Chilean early childhood teachers, teaching either kindergarten or second 
year in private and public schools, participated in this project. The project consisted in 
three sequential studies: Study 1 was designed to elicit the beliefs and experiences of 20 
early childhood teachers towards Cooperative Learning. Data were collected using 
individual and group interviews. Study 2 built on the information obtained from Study one 
and the Theory of Planned Behaviour to construct the Cooperative Learning in Early 
Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ) to investigate early childhood teachers’ beliefs, 
attitudes, and behaviours towards the use of Cooperative Learning. The CLECQ was then 
administered to 500 teachers. Confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation 
modeling were conducted to confirm how well the data fitted with the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour and how the relationships between Attitudes, Subjective Norm and Perceived 
Behavioural Control (central aspects of the Theory of Planned Behaviour) contributed to 
teachers’ Intentions to use Cooperative Learning.  Study 3 explored the differences 
between the groups of teachers (i.e., those who taught in kindergarten or second year and 
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those who taught in private or public schools) in their beliefs and attitudes regarding their 
use of Cooperative Learning.  
Results. Teachers showed positive attitudes towards the use of Cooperative 
Learning in their classrooms. The advantages they identified are related to personal and 
social skills, while they tended to omit cognitive skills as an outcome of Cooperative 
Learning. Teachers in general, and specifically teachers in public schools, believed they 
did not have the competencies to use Cooperative Learning, and that schools do not 
facilitate the implementation of its use.   
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis and structure equation modeling 
supports that the Theory of Planned Behaviour framework and their three constructs 
characterize and predict intentions and use of Cooperative Learning of early childhood 
teachers in the Chilean context. The highest correlation with intentions was Perceived 
Behavioural Control, followed by Attitudes, while Subjective Norm had the weakest 
association. Therefore, the perception of “how in control” teachers feel about using 
Cooperative Learning in their classroom would be the strongest predictor of their intentions 
to use Cooperative Learning. 
In the paper version of the questionnaire, public school teachers reported lower 
intentions towards using Cooperative Learning, and perceived they were able to exercise 
less control implementing Cooperative Learning than private school teachers. There were 
no significant differences between teachers who taught kindergarten and those who taught 
second year. 
Conclusions. It seems that while there is some Cooperative Learning occurring in 
early childhood classrooms in Chile, it appears to be in a very embryonic stage. This study 
shows that the most powerful variable that is affecting the intention of teachers to use 
Cooperative Learning is their perception of the low level of control they would have in 
using Cooperative Learning in their classroom. In order to address this issue and increase 
their self-efficacy, it is recommended that professional development be provided to early 
childhood teachers for the use of Cooperative Learning, a community of learning be 
created among colleagues, and other educational players be included in the process, as 
well as the school providing the appropriate  environment for cooperation to thrive. 
Teachers’ beliefs should always be considered in the design of public policies or 
educational programs, the Theory of Planned Behaviour appears to be an appropriate 
theory framework to elicit and understand the beliefs of early childhood teachers in a 
Chilean context regarding the use of Cooperative Learning. 
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
The foundation of democracy is faith in the capacities of human nature; faith in human 
intelligence and in the power of pooled and cooperative experience. It is not belief that 
these things are complete but that if given a show they will grow and be able to 
generate progressively the knowledge and wisdom needed to guide collective action  
 (Dewey). 
Background 
Cooperative Learning (CL) holds great promise for democratic education in the 21st  
century, if it is well implemented (Schul, 2011). It is really important that children learn not 
only academic content, but also the skills for living and constructing a democratic society 
(Schul). Adding to this, the capacity to work with others is central in the work force and in 
social life in the globalized world. Collaborative problem solving has been identified as a 
critical skill by Assessment and Teaching of Twenty-First Century Skills (ATC21S) (Griffin, 
McGraw & Care, 2012) and will be included in the Programme for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) in 2015.  
There are great challenges for Chilean education in preparing students for this global 
environment. It has been determined that early childhood education needs to be of a high 
quality if it is going to have an impact on developing the skills and knowledge to succeed 
in high school and beyond (Burchinal, Peisner-Feinberg, Bryant & Clifford, 2000; Mandel, 
2001; Reynolds, Ou & Toptizes, 2004). It has also been established that appropriate early 
interventions in education can have a positive, significant and sustainable impact on life 
(Staab, 2010). Investment in early education, especially in those more vulnerable groups 
such as children from low socio-economic backgrounds, is one way of preventing potential 
disadvantage and enhancing life options (Aos, Lieb, Mayfield, Miller & Pennucci, 2004). 
Moreover, early childhood is a critical stage where the brain is developing and receptive to 
new learning (Rutter, 1993), and learning to cooperate could be among the skills that 
children would benefit from. 
In Chile, the academic results of the national test for teachers shows that, in the 
public sector, the preschool teachers have the lowest results in comparison with teachers 
from other educational levels (Centro de estudios Mineduc, 2013). There is evidence that 
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indicates that if real change is to occur in education, the beliefs that teachers hold about 
their capacities to teach have to be considered (Martens, 1992). Research into early 
childhood teachers’ beliefs regarding CL is pertinent and necessary. This research project 
sought to start with this exploration. 
Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to identify, describe and understand Chilean 
early childhood teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, intentions and experience concerning the use 
of CL in their classrooms. In the following pages, three main questions will be 
contextualized in more detail: Why it is important to investigate CL in the Chilean Context? 
Why is the focus of this thesis on early childhood education? And, why do the beliefs of 
teachers need to be understood? Finally, a brief description of the Chilean context will be 
provided, and an outline of the following chapters of the thesis will be presented. 
Why is it important to investigate Cooperative Learning 
in the Chilean Context? 
One of the aspects that characterize human cognition is our inherent capacity to 
cooperate (Petit et al., 2013). “CL is one of the success stories of both psychology and 
education” (Johnson & Johnson, 2008, p.10). CL is considered to be one of the most 
researched strategies and beneficial educational innovations of recent times (Ellis 2005; 
Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000; Slavin, 1996). There is 
strong evidence that CL provides beneficial outcomes in cognitive, social and emotional 
learning areas (Cohen, E., 1994; Denise, 1999; Dillenbourg, 2002; Ellis, 2005; Gillies, 
2007; Johnson, Johnson & Holubec, 1994; Johnson et al. 2000; Kutnick, Ota & 
Berdondini, 2008; Slavin, 1996).  
It is evident that there are links between CL and democratic classrooms. Interactions 
in a democratic classroom reflect those that would be observed in a CL classroom. In a CL 
classroom students are actively engaged with their learning, cooperation between 
students is evident, respect is shown to others, and there is recognition of equal rights and 
values (Fearnley-Sander, Moss & Harbon, 2001). For CL to be most effective it has to be 
embedded in a cooperative school culture (Rogoff, Turkanis, & Bartlett, 2001). This 
involves the development of an educational community where constructive resolution of 
problems and respect for others are expected. It implies commitment to the common good 
and wellbeing of others, a sense of responsibility to contribute to the whole, compassion 
for others in need, and appreciation of diversity, among other values (Johnson & Johnson, 
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2002). CL is not only a strategy that is used inside the classroom, but it also has to be 
embedded in a cooperative school culture (Rogoff et al., 2001). The classroom can be 
understood as a laboratory where students learn about democracy, about cooperation. It 
can be seen as a microcosm of a broader democratic society (Schul, 2011) 
A cooperative way of learning was present in Latin America in the 1970s in the form 
of “popular education”. This approach to learning was implemented initially by Paulo Freire 
with the pedagogy of liberation, where learning was conceived as a social process that 
used a participatory pedagogical strategy that introduced students to groups where they 
could work together to construct new knowledge and understandings (Jara, 2010; Kane, 
2010).  
There have been a number of educational reform processes within Latin America that 
have generally followed changes happening in the educational arena internationally. Since 
the beginning of the 21st century, Latin American countries, including Chile, have moved to 
adopt a new learning culture of teaching and learning that is based on a constructivist 
conception (Marchesi & Martin, 2014).  
However, even though CL was implemented in some educational settings in Chile, 
there is now a lack of team work, especially in those schools with low educational 
attainments (Garcia Palomer & Paredes, 2010). In Chile the most common denomination 
used is Group work, and it constitutes more a way of organizing students sitting together 
than a methodology for learning. Students sit together but they work individually without 
the requirement to cooperate with each other and no collective output is achieved 
(Cardemil, 2002). The pedagogies in Chile are in general still teacher-centered, and there 
are very few innovative initiatives in the classroom. Chilean teachers finally prefer a 
transmissive way of teaching than to use initiatives centered in the student, as is the case 
in  a cooperative learning activities (Preiss, Larrain & Valenzuela, 2011). Different studies 
undertaken with videos of the national teacher assessments “Docentemas”, show that the 
discourses were centered on the teacher, and that the teacher generally dominated the 
class. Teachers generally asked closed questions that were not metacognitively 
challenging  (Radovic & Preiss, 2010). In mathematics for example, the practice was 
organized around  the repetition of mathematic problems, and there was no evidence of  
deductive thinking  (Araya & Dartnell, 2009). 
Data taken from TALIS (Teaching and Learning International Survey) showed that, in 
terms of the perception and beliefs of primary teachers of different countries, Chilean 
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teachers believe that the constructivist approach to teaching is better than the one 
traditionally practiced in Chile. Despite this, a common position adopted by teachers in 
their classroom was to use structured pedagogical strategies, centered on the teacher and 
focused on the transmission of knowledge (INEE, 2009). As Ertmer (1999) stated, the 
reasons for this inconsistency are twofold. First, the possibility exists that resources do not 
facilitate teachers  bridging the gap between theoretical understandings and practice. 
Secondly, Ertmer suggested that teachers do not believe they have the skills to use 
constructive strategies even though they believe this is a better way to teach, so this is 
influencing their behaviour.  
Chilean education has a great challenge ahead to develop cooperative and 
collaborative problem solving skills. Considering the importance of acquiring these skills 
for the 21st century and for creating democratic citizenship, investigation of what is 
happening inside the classroom regarding CL is critical. It is essential to have an 
understanding of the factors that could be influencing whether or not CL is used by 
teachers. From this starting point, it would be important to invest in the design of 
educational programs or public policy in education to overcome the obstacles, and 
facilitate a CL educational culture.   
Why is the focus of this research on early childhood education? 
Inequity is one of the unfortunate characteristics of the Chilean educational system. 
The “Education Quality Measurement System” (SIMCE) academic results, indicate that 
there are marked differences in the results of students from different socio-economic 
backgrounds (SIMCE, 2010). Despite new public policies, the lowest learning outcomes 
are found in public schools attended by children from the poorest sectors (Brandt, 2010). 
One way of preventing disadvantage is investing in early childhood education, 
especially in children from low socio-economic backgrounds (Centro de estudios Mineduc, 
2013). Young children from vulnerable places have fewer opportunities to receive the 
necessary stimulation and motivation essential for school success, so providing them with 
a quality education from an early age, would directly affect their future educational 
opportunities (Case, Griffin & Kelly, 2001; Stipek & Greene, 2001). 
Research shows that learning during the early childhood years (birth to 8 years) is 
going to directly affect future learning and skills (Early Childhood Learning & Knowledge 
Center, 2007). High quality early childhood education potentiate cognitive and socio-
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affective development in students, promoting the achievement of skills and knowledge that 
are requisites for success in higher school levels (Burchinal et al., 2000; Mandel, 2001; 
Reynolds et al., 2004). There is evidence that shows that young children’s academic and 
social behaviour improves when they are exposed to CL experiences (Gillies, 2007; 
Kutnick et al., 2008; Slavin, 1996; Vermette, Harper & DiMillo, 2004). 
There is an erroneous and common belief that young children do not have the 
developmental ability to cooperate (Vermette et al., 2004). Nevertheless, there is enough 
research to demonstrate that students in the early childhood stage can obtain the skills 
that are essential to interact in a cooperative way with their peers, if they are taught to do 
so (Gillies & Ashman, 1998).  
In Chile in 2013, kindergarten (children from 5 to 6 year olds) was promulgated as 
compulsory, but is Chile prepared to not only offer, but also provide a quality early years 
education? In a State-of-the-Art report completed by the Center of studies of the Ministry 
of education (Mineduc) in 2013, about the quality of the formation of early childhood 
teachers, only 76% of the Universities’ early childhood education programs are accredited, 
even though the legislation states that it is compulsory for teachers to be trained in 
accredited programs. Furthermore, in 2012, the test “Inicia”, a voluntary test that asses the 
pedagogical skills of graduate students from education, indicated that 60% of the teachers 
at this level of teaching fail to meet the required standard set for teachers achieve 
inadequate pedagogical results, and the compulsory national test for teachers shows that 
in the public sector, preschool teachers have the lowest results in comparison with 
teachers from other educational levels (Centro de estudios Mineduc, 2013). Therefore 
investment in professional development for early childhood teachers is imperative and 
research about their beliefs is essential to understand their context, obstacles and 
affordances needed to provide a good teaching-learning experience. 
Why is it important to understand the beliefs  
of early childhood teachers? 
There is evidence in the literature that to have change in the pedagogical strategies 
of teachers, belief system of the teachers have to change too. While it is possible to 
change the behaviour of teachers in the use of resources, it is more difficult to change 
their attitude towards using a new strategy such as CL (Martens, 1992). 
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The beliefs that teachers hold about pedagogy are important as they determine the 
behaviours they display in their classroom (Griffin & Ohlsson, 2001; Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 
1992). Empirical evidence has established the importance of beliefs in understanding 
teacher behaviour (Brown, 2005; Calderhead, 1996; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Ertmer, 
2005; Fang, 1996; Hegde & Cassidy, 2009; Kagan, 1992; Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 
2002; Pajares, 1992; Zacharia, 2003; Zint, 2002). In sum, studying teacher beliefs about 
pedagogy is important as they are a crucial determinant of teachers’ behaviour in their 
teaching practice (Isenberg, 1990; Kagan, 1992; Tobin, Tippin & Gallard, 1994; Yonemura, 
1986).  
There is little information on the beliefs of teachers regarding CL in an early 
childhood educational context. Conducting an investigation in this area could provide a 
base line for future educational initiatives that may be designed. 
How can we approach gaining an understanding of the beliefs of teachers? 
It is very difficult to elicit and understand beliefs without a framework, so for this 
study, consideration was given to the different frameworks and theories that were 
available to guide the research. This consideration led to the adoption of the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour (TPB), as the most useful framework for approaching the beliefs of 
teachers in  the sample.  
The TPB proposes a model for understanding the beliefs, attitudes and intentions 
that individuals have towards a particular behaviour, as these are the precursors of acting 
(Ajzen, 1991; 2005). It is well documented, with empirical evidence, that the TPB can be a 
useful framework for understanding attitudes, beliefs and intentions towards a behaviour, 
(e.g., Lepre, 2007; Robinson & Doverspike, 2006; Shevlin & Millar, 2006). Also it is has 
been shown  that  the TPB could be useful for designing strategies for the adoption of 
good practices in education and health (Francis et al., 2004). 
Why was this theory used and not others to understand the beliefs and the relation 
with the behaviour? This is because there are multiple studies that have been undertaken  
as well as a meta-analysis on the TPB and other theories that explain the casual 
relationship between beliefs, attitude and intention to behave and behaviour. An example 
is Zint’s (2002) study, where he compared three main theories related to this topic: Theory 
of Reasoned Action (TRA: Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) Theory of 
Trying (TT: Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1990) and the TPB (Ajzen, 1985, 1991).  The results 
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show that the TPB was the best theory to predict the intentions of science teachers to use 
a particular pedagogical strategy. Some other studies that have compared TRA and TPB 
with respect to intention to act found similar differences and better results from using TPB 
as a theory to predict intention to act (e.g., Armitage & Conner, 2001) 
In Chile there is little research that uses the TPB in an educational context, although 
there is some research in other areas such as business (Cordano, Welcomet, Scherer, 
Pradenas & Parada, 2011), commerce (Grandon, 2005), and law (Moyano, 2002) among 
others. 
Chilean educational context 
On the international achievement tests such as The Trends in International 
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) or PISA, the results of the Chilean students are 
significantly below the results of students from other developed countries (Educación 
2020, 2013). There are considerable challenges in the educational system that need to be 
met if the standards that are achieved in many of the OECD countries are to be achieved. 
In Latin America, educational reforms are based on reforms of other countries such 
as Europe or North America (Villalon, Suzuki, Herrera & Mathiessen, 2002).  As a result, 
when the reforms are implemented inside the classroom it is difficult for them to succeed, 
because the conditions are very different from those countries where the reforms were 
initially designed.  
There are three main types of schools in Chile. They are: (1) private schools: These 
schools do not receive government subsidies and they are attended by children of middle 
and upper class families who finance the entire cost of tuition; (2) private - subsidized 
schools: The state provides an amount of money per child, and parents pay a small fee. 
Children of lower- and middle-class families attend these schools; (3) public or state 
schools: These schools are entirely funded by local city councils. These schools are the 
most numerous countrywide and are mainly attended by children of lower and middle-
class families (Cox, 2004). At the moment there is an educational reform before the 
congress, and one of the laws that is proposed is to finish with the private-subsidized 
schools, because this tends to segregate and cluster students according to their family 
capacity to pay. This practice has been determined to be detrimental to students who can 
least afford an education. The aim of the minister of education is to offer free education to 
all students (MINEDUC, 2014). 
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Despite the investment and efforts that have been aimed at improving education, 
results in the national standardized test, SIMCE (System for Measuring the Quality 
Education), undertaken since 2000, generally show that the lowest results were found in 
the public schools, attended by children from the poorest sectors. The SIMCE results in 
2008, shows that In the low socioeconomic group, more than 49% of the students did not 
achieve the standard of learning that was necessary to be classified at an intermediate 
level, while in the high socioeconomic group, less than 11% of students did not reach this 
level in the three different learning tests. In sum, it can be observed that in the high 
socioeconomic status (SES) group, the percentage of students in the lower band of 
achievement is relatively low and there are a large proportion of high SES students 
classified at the advanced learning level in mathematics, science and language (SIMCE, 
2009).  The results of students from second year in the test SIMCE 2012, also shows that 
while the SES is higher, the average score results in the test is higher too (Agencia de 
Calidad de la Educación, 2012).  
 Gonzalez, Mena, Milos and Pancani (2004) developed the project “Diálogos 
públicos: Equidad y Educación” (Public dialogs: Equity and Education), that consisted of 
promoting documentaries developed by Chilean film directors, regarding the inequity of 
Chilean educational system. After the different players involved in education (students, 
teachers, parents and college students of education), watched the documentaries they 
helped to create a debate and dialogue about the inequities in the Chilean educational 
system, as different stakeholders shared their own perceptions and experiences. One of 
the characteristics that teachers identified with this inequity was the demotivation that 
provoked the inability to work together with their colleagues, because they do not have 
time to do so and the organizational culture of the school does not consider this an 
important issue for teachers. Teachers also identified the difficulties they have in 
developing new methodologies and in getting to know their students. One obstacle they 
identified was the large number of students in their classroom. When the students 
presented their point of view in these public dialogues, they perceived that the quality of 
education in Chile was poor and that there is an evident inequity in the system. It is 
discriminatory because families must pay for it whereas in other countries, education is 
free and of a better quality (Gonzalez et al., 2004). 
This situation and perception of teachers, parents and students continues till now and 
become to be more critic, it motivates different social organizations to criticize the structure 
of the educational system and to demand a quality public education system with more 
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state responsibility, the end of education for profit, and more equity and less segregation 
(Educación 2020, 2013). A large number of students protested on the streets in 2006, and 
asked for more justice in the distribution of educational funds, so inequity could be 
reduced. As a result, a presidential advisory commission was established and, although it 
made some excellent recommendations, these have still not been implemented 
(Educación 2020, 2013). In 2011, a second large student march took to the streets; they 
refused to leave the streets until they gained some solutions and results from the 
government. They continued with the strikes through 2012, 2013 and 2014. These student 
protestors continue to get a lot of support in the media and from many of the participants in 
political discussions that are broadcast to the public. Students are asking for free 
education for all students from kindergarten to university. Chile is living in an historical 
moment in terms of change within the educational system. The country is in a transition 
towards constructing a more equitable educational system in terms not just of access but 
also of quality. This could be an opportunity to implement a public debate about what kind 
of society we want, and what kind of citizenships we want to form. CL could help to fulfil a 
commitment to provide students with the skills to construct a democratic society, and an 
honest desire to contribute to a common good. Investment in early childhood education 
could be a path for reducing the inequity that is apparent in the educational system, and 
investigating the beliefs of teachers, who facilitate learning in young children, may be 
central to promoting change and successful educational reforms.  
Outline of the Chapters 
Chapter 2 provides a synopsis of the literature around CL, early childhood education, 
and the theories that inform these issues. Additionally, the research on teachers’ beliefs 
and the implications in pedagogy are also reviewed. The Theory of Planned Behaviour is 
introduced and discussed as the most appropriate theory for understanding beliefs, 
attitudes and intentions of teachers regarding CL, particularly as a strong predictor of their 
behaviour to use it in the classroom. At the end of the chapter a rationale and purpose for 
the study is given. 
Chapter 3 presents the overarching methodology and research design of this thesis. 
The context and the participants in the project are described. A general overview of the 
three studies that comprise this research project is provided, including aims, instruments 
and data analyses.  
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Chapter 4 presents Study 1 on the elicitation of beliefs about teachers’ experiences 
of CL. In this chapter, which involved interviewing twenty early childhood teachers, 
analysis of content and results are presented, then through the discussion of the results, 
four models are presented: (1) Teachers’ understanding of CL and their attitudes towards 
it; (2) Teachers’ and students’ experience with CL; (3) School environment and Subjective 
Norm; (4) Perceived Control over using CL. Finally, a comprehensive model is presented 
that integrates these four aspects. 
Chapter 5 presents Study 2: Exploring the Theory of Planned Behaviour, regarding 
the use of CL. It is comprised of two parts. Part 1 provides an account of the development 
of the Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ) while Part 2 
presents the Confirmatory factor analysis and Structural equation modeling that were 
undertaken for testing the Theory of Planned Behaviour. 
Chapter 6 presents Study 3: Exploring differences between types of schools, and 
year of teaching in teachers’ beliefs regarding the use of CL. The procedures adopted for 
collecting the data and the analyses undertaken are described in detail. 
Chapter 7 integrates the findings of the three studies described in the previous 
chapters, and discusses them in the context of the current literature. Finally, limitations of 
the study, suggestions for future research and implications for the Chilean educational 
context are indicated. A Teacher Beliefs and Attitude based model for the use of CL is 
illustrated as a possible contribution to consider in future early childhood teacher 
professional development for the use of CL. 
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Chapter 2 
 
Literature Review 
This chapter provides a synopsis of the literature around Cooperative Learning (CL); 
its definition, elements and outcomes; some strategies of CL are presented, and the 
importance of the role of teachers is introduced. Then, the theories that inform CL in early 
childhood education are presented. Democratic and cooperative schools are discussed as 
an important element that support the use of CL by teachers in their classrooms. The 
advantages of investing in early childhood education is supported with literature regarding 
the learning characteristics of children at this age and the potential that young children 
have for developing a social cooperative understanding. It is proposed that if real change 
is to occur inside the classroom, it is necessary to take account of teacher beliefs and the 
literature that supports this stance is reviewed. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) is 
described as the best framework for understanding beliefs, attitudes and intentions of 
teachers and arguments that support using this theory are presented. After introducing 
these main themes and identifying the gaps in the research, a rationale for the focus of the 
work undertaking in the studies that comprise this thesis is given, following by the aims of 
this project. 
Cooperative Learning  
 Our human cognition is characterized by our cooperative capacity (Petit et al., 
2013). Cooperative Learning is considered to be one of the most beneficial and 
researched educational innovations strategies of recent times (Ellis, 2005; Johnson & 
Johnson, 2002; Johnson et al., 2000; Slavin, 1996). The most common definition used for 
CL refers to it as a pedagogical strategy that involves small groups of students working 
together to achieve shared goals (E. Cohen, 1994; Denise, 1999; Gillies, 2007; Johnson et 
al., 1994). In the literature about cooperative and collaborative learning, some overlap is 
found in the definition of these two concepts. Damon and Phelps (1989) referred to peer 
collaboration as an interaction that occurs when students with the same abilities work 
together to resolve a problem that they could not resolve independently, while others have 
suggested that cooperation involves peers with different abilities working together to 
scaffold each other’s learning (e.g., Webb & Mastergeorge, 2003). Chrislip and Larson 
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(1994) described collaboration as a shared vision that goes beyond the individual and 
utilizes joint strategies while working on a particular problem or goal. Some authors 
maintain that CL is more structured than collaborative learning. By cooperating on tasks 
previously structured by the teacher, students learn ways of assuming responsibility. It is 
only then that students can become “truly self-regulated learners” (Gillies, 2003, p. 83), 
prepared to work in a collaborative way developing learning for themselves and for their 
group members (see, for example, Denis, 1999). Hence, cooperation and collaboration 
both share the idea that it involves at least two or more people interacting reciprocally to 
achieve a common goal (Panitz, 1997).  
 On the other hand, group work, is defined as students working together, so they 
can complete a task, but this can be risky because they can choose to cooperate or 
collaborate or not do any of these at all, and just sit in a group work but work by 
themselves, not doing anything or disrupt the working of the other members of the group 
(Gillies, 2007) 
 Regardless, it is still the case that for the community in general the differences in 
what is meant by cooperation and collaboration is rather unclear. Indeed, this lack of 
differentiation also occurs in the published literature. While some authors attempt to 
differentiate the concepts, others continue to use these two terms synonymously. Correa 
(2000) differentiated the two concepts by asserting that there are two ways that students  
can do group work with the objective of achieving a common goal: cooperatively or 
collaboratively (Dillenbourg, 1999). Correa stated that the difference between these two 
forms of learning is the degree of interaction between members of the group. In the first 
one (cooperation), it would be just a division of tasks between the members of the groups 
who work together to achieve a common aim. Collaborative learning would be, on the 
other hand, a more complex way of learning that gives the students more control on their 
own learning 
 This distinction is not consistent with research carried out by academics such as 
Johnson and Johnson (1999) and Slavin (1996) amongst others. These authors regard 
cooperative learning as being much more than just doing each part of a task 
independently. Positive interdependence is seen by many researchers as being at  the 
heart of CL (Johnson & Johnson 2002, 2008, 2009).  Positive interdependence means that 
members of the group feel linked with each other, and understand that peer (individual) 
success is necessary to the group’s success (Dillenbourg, 1999; Hamm & Adams, 2002; 
Johnson & Johnson, 2009). These characteristics for referring to CL require a strong 
degree of dependency (Johnson & Johnson 2002, 2009). In sum, the main difference is 
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that CL is more structured than collaboration, as the teacher assumes an active role in 
structuring the activity, so that each individual can complete his or her part of the task 
(individual accountability) and the whole group can complete the goal by bringing together 
the individual elements (Gillies, 2007; Johnson & Johnson, 2009). In this sense, 
cooperation is more formal than collaboration. Collaboration involves students helping 
each other in a more spontaneous way, rather than being required to do so, by the teacher 
or monitor of the activity (Gillies, 2003; Johnson & Johnson, 1999; Slavin, 1995; Sharan & 
Sharan, 1976)   
Finally both, cooperation and collaboration assume working together for a common 
goal, and competition on the contrary creates a conflict of goals, which in the context of CL 
is counterproductive (Correa, 2000). The deep understanding should be that as a group, 
students believe that “We swim or we sink together” (Johnson, 1994). Cooperation and 
collaboration see "the other" as a legitimate "other" while competition requires the denial of 
the other (Maturana, 2002). 
Thus, if we want students to cooperate in their learning with their peers, it is not 
enough to place students together in groups to produce effective CL and obtain positive 
outcomes (Gillies 2003, Dillenbourg, 2002). CL is more than physical proximity, sharing 
materials and helping each other, although these elements are important. To have 
effective CL and positive outcomes, students’ interactions must be structured in an 
effective way (Gillies, 2007; Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Kutnick et al., 2008).  
Thereby, for the purposes of this study, and based on the work of others referred to 
below, CL is defined as a pedagogical strategy that encourages both collaboration and 
cooperation. It, therefore, involves two or more students working together on a structured 
task, through a reciprocal interaction, engaged in a voluntary way in sharing decisions in 
order to achieve a common goal (Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Cohen E., 1994; Denise, 1999; 
Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, & O’Malley, 1996; Friend & Cook, 1996; Gillies, 2007; Johnson 
et al., 1994; Panitz, 1997).  
To be certain that cooperation will occur, the teacher has to create the conditions for 
cooperation and five elements have been identified as critical in creating these conditions; 
these will be described in the following section. 
 14 
The five elements of Cooperative Learning 
There are five elements that need to be included to promote effective cooperation 
between group members. The following elements are based on work by Dillenbourg 
(1999), Hamm and Adams (2002) and Johnson et al., (1994). 
Positive interdependence is the heart of CL. It is the perception of the members 
that they are linked with others and that they need each other in order to succeed (Adams 
& Hamm, 1996; Deutsch, 1962; Dillenbourg, 1999). It is based on Social Interdependence 
theory that proposes interdependence exists when “the outcomes of the individuals are 
affected by their own and other’s actions” (Johnson & Johnson, 2009 p. 366). When the 
actions of the members of the group promote the achievement of a common goal it is 
called positive interdependence. In contrast, negative interdependence exists when the 
actions of the individual obstruct the achievement of others’ goals (Johnson & Johnson). 
Individual accountability involves students accepting responsibility for completing 
their part of the task and ensuring that others do likewise. It requires each student to 
contribute to the achievement of the group goal (Gillies & Khan, 2008). This aspect is 
related to positive interdependence that tends to promote individual accountability through 
the force of responsibility (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). Slavin (1996), in a meta-analysis 
regarding the use of CL, concluded that when individual accountability for learning and 
learning outcomes are combined with group rewards, the outcomes and achievements are 
maximized and social loafing is minimized.   
Face-to-face promotive interaction refers to the members encouraging each other 
to complete the task in order to achieve the group goal. Furthermore, the physical 
proximity and arrangement of groups is important, so students can encourage, share, 
help, reinforce and support each other in their learning. In small heterogeneous groups, 
children can promote each other’s success through teaching, explaining, ensuring 
understanding, discussing and connecting old and new learning (Magre & Joshi, 2013). 
Interpersonal and social skills refers to skills needed to interact in a positive way 
with the members of a group. These skills include problem resolution so that common 
goals can be achieved. When students work together in groups, they need to learn 
interpersonal skills, such as conflict management, conflict resolution, active listening, and 
asking questions, that will facilitate groups interactions and discussion (Magre & Joshi, 
2013). The more teachers pay attention to enhancing social skills in their students, and the 
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more socially skilful students become, the higher the learning achievement that can be 
expected within the cooperative group (Johnson et al., 1994). 
Group processing involves periodic reflection by the members of the group on how 
they are functioning and then planning how they can work in a more effective way. This 
reflection, Johnson et al. (1994) maintained, needs to happen on two levels: within the 
small groups and within the whole class. For this, the teacher may leave time at the 
beginning and at the end of the class, so the groups and class can process how effectively 
they worked together. In this way, CL skills and good working relationships among the 
students will be enabled. In order to facilitate this, the teacher should ensure that the 
students receive feedback on their participation in this process and receive positive 
reinforcement for their learning. This requires that the teacher observes the groups, and 
analyses problems with the whole class (Magre & Joshi, 2013). 
Cooperative Learning strategies 
When teachers plan a CL activity, Borich (2007) suggested there are four factors that 
are important in their decision to implement it: (1) Student-student interaction, which 
should use most of the class time; (2) Teacher-student interaction for promoting 
independent thinking in learning; (3) Tasks and materials that help to focus the children’s 
attention; (4) Roles and responsibilities.  
Some methods or strategies of CL that are widely used are: Jigsaw technique, also 
called expert-novice group activity (Aronson, Blaney, Stephan, Sikes, & Snapp, 1978; 
Slavin, 1980); Learning Together, Academic Controversy (Johnson & Johnson, 1979, 
2007); Small group teaching (Slavin, 1980); Student-Team-Achievement-Division (Slavin, 
1978); Group Investigation (Sharan & Sharan, 1976); Teams-Games Tournaments 
(DeVries & Edwards, 1973); Teams-Assisted-Individualization (Slavin, Leavey, & Madden, 
1984); Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & 
Farnish, 1987) and Think-Pair-Think, one of the 160 CL structures (Kagan, 2003). 
Cooperative Learning for inclusion 
CL is increasingly used as a strategy for inclusion of students with special needs into 
the regular school and classroom. These methods have enormous potential for enhancing 
the learning outcomes of students with diverse needs, such as social acceptance and 
academic achievement of all students (Slavin, 1995). However, if students with special 
needs are to benefit from CL, teachers must structure the learning so that they have 
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positive experiences and develop effective conflict resolution skills. Instruction must be 
designed to promote interaction at a high level, and mutual respect, friendship and 
personal responsibilities should be present (Odom, 2000). In early childhood (until 8 years 
old) education, CL can produce positive outcomes in learning and successful inclusion of 
students with disabilities (Johnson & Johnson, 2009).  
In Chile there are still no clear policies for inclusive education. One possible 
explanation for this situation may be the erroneous belief that "good" students can be 
"contaminated" by "bad" students, and on the other hand the misconception that children 
with disabilities could be marginalized by their peers, and not be able to learn (Hsien, 
Brown, & Bortoli, 2009). However, there is enough evidence that supports the benefits of 
learning in diversity. Researchers from the Crane center for Early Childhood Research and 
Policy from the State University of Ohio, conducted a study to evaluate "peer-effect" in 
early childhood schools with inclusive educational programs. They concluded that this 
"peer-effect" is present in traditional schools where there are boys and girls with disabilities 
learning alongside "typical" students. The novelty of this study was that they found 
students with special needs benefit more from their peers who have high language 
abilities, than vice versa, as these students are negatively affected when they are exposed 
to poor language environments. Nevertheless, the students with typical abilities continued 
to improve, even though they were learning with students with special educational needs. 
The researchers believed that when children play together and they interact in the 
classroom, they naturally imitate each other. This permits them to take turns in the 
conversations, communicate their needs and desires and produce narrations (Justice, 
Logan, Lin, & Kaderavek, 2014). 
Studies like this show the importance of considering how students can be organized 
in the classroom, in a way where learning from each other could be maximized. In this 
sense, it is important to create a balance in the number of students with different abilities. 
However, as previously mentioned,  in order to have success in this kind of experience it is 
important that teachers have adequate strategies to produce cooperation and participation 
from all the students no matter their individual characteristics 
Mellon, Ouellette, Greer, and Gates-Ulanet (2009), also conducted research 
regarding young children working together, and investigated the developmental 
contribution of CL. They found that CL could help children who were delayed in their 
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learning as they responded well in an environment that encouraged work and 
communication with peers.  
Outcomes of Cooperative Learning 
When children have the opportunity to work collaboratively they develop a common 
understanding of the world as they acquire verbal, cognitive and social skills, all of which 
influence their learning (Gillies, 2007; Rogoff et al., 2001; Webb, Farivar, & Mastergeorge, 
2002). Children learn gradually, through social interaction, to conceive of a world existing 
independently of them. In this stage then, they can develop empathy (De Vries, 2002; 
Fawcett & Garton 2005; Rice, 1997). 
When children help other members of the group, and identify with the group, they 
perceive the benefits of it and it is a rewarding experience which consequently allows 
students to develop an aversion to harming each other (Thomas & Louis, 2013).  
 Over 1,200 research studies have been conducted on individualistic, competitive 
and cooperative ways of learning. The results of all these studies have validated the 
superiority of cooperative ways of learning over individualistic and competitive 
approaches; these studies also validated and extended the theory of social 
interdependance, that it is the heart of CL; the main categories that can structure the 
outcomes are: academic achievement, relationships and psychological health (Johnson & 
Johnson, 2009). These results were also found years before, when Johnson, Mayurama, 
Nelson & Skon (1981) also undertook a meta-analysis of the effects of individualistic, 
competitive and cooperative goal structures of achievement. They reviewed 122 studies 
and compared the effectiveness of these different types of learning approaches in North 
American samples. The results showed that cooperation was considerably more effective 
than competition and individualistic efforts, and that cooperation with intergroup 
competition was also better than interpersonal competition and individualistic efforts.  
Variables such as productivity and achievement, higher-level thinking, on-task 
behaviour, lateral thinking, transfer of learning to different situations, intrinsic motivation, 
interpersonal attraction, social support and cohesion and affirmative attitudes regarding 
learning and schools are found to be more positive in cooperative than in competitive or 
individualistic learning situations (Johnson & Johnson, 2008).   
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Cooperative learning in Chile and teacher's views 
 Very little is known about what is going on in Chilean classrooms regarding CL 
(Grau, 2013). Most of the research undertaken on CL is conducted in other countries, 
which has the potential to not be appropriate for drawing conclusions about how CL could 
work in a Chilean context as well as the inherent constraints that may operate. 
Consequently, it is important to investigate the use  of CL in  the Chilean context. There is 
very little research that describes teachers’ views and concerns in implementing CL. 
Nussbaum, Gomez, Mena, Imbarack, Torres, Singer and Mora (2009), analysed an 
approach from Eduinnova, a program from the Pontifical Catholic University of Chile, that 
promoted face to face, small-group collaborative work mediated by technology. In this 
study, among other things, Nussbaum et al. captured the perceptions of the students and 
teachers who were part of the implementation of the project. In the interviews conducted 
with  teachers  using this methodology, they declared that it had  always been difficult for 
them to do cooperative work with their students, and they realized that collaborative work 
is not just sitting together. Their perceptions about the program were generally very 
positive because they perceived that with technology, collaborative work was easier to 
achieve because students were "forced" to work first on their own, and then come together 
to have a final product. Most of the teachers in this same study commented that their usual 
style of instruction is a transmissive and traditional one, and with this kind of program they 
were able to adopt different kinds of dynamics (Nussbaum et al., 2009). In another study 
carried out also by the Eduinnova program and team, three early childhood students 
worked collaboratively on one computer with three mice. Teachers indicated that while 
kindergartner children do not generally work cooperatively when they are placed in groups, 
in this case, technology helped them to do so. This belief that young children cannot 
cooperate could be influencing  teachers  not foster CL activities in their classroom 
routines (Gomez, Nussbaum, Weitz, Lopez, Mena & Torres). This type of declaration 
aligns with Garcia Palomer and Paredes (2010) comments that even though CL was 
implemented in some educational settings in Chile, there is now a lack of team work, 
especially in those schools with low educational attainments. Group work constitutes more 
a way of organizing students sitting together than a methodology for learning. Students sit 
together but they work individually without the requirement to cooperate with each other 
and no collective products are achieved, norms are not set by teachers, nor by students 
(Cardemil, 2002). An explanation of the lack of CL inside the classroom could be that in 
Chile the educational culture in schools and in the system in general, is more 
individualistic than cooperative, and the schools are not designed for teachers to work 
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together to plan their work or make  decisions within the school community. This situation 
has existed since researchers noticed that teachers experience their work inside their 
classrooms, disconnected from the life of the educational centre and just transmitting what  
is in the national curriculum (Undurraga, Astudillo & Miranda, 2002).  
 Collazos, Guerreros and Vergara, (2001),  described some reasons why teachers 
could  fear using  CL. Some of these reasons were: losing control in their classrooms, lack 
of preparation for the use of CL strategies, fear of not covering the content of the 
curriculum, lack of resources, ego, resistance of students tor CL and ignorance of the 
techniques and the processes of cooperation as well as how to manage  the class during 
CL activities. 
Teachers’ role in Cooperative Learning 
Because it is not enough to merely place students in groups, the role of the teacher 
in effectively implementing CL involves preparing the environment and structuring the 
tasks for the elements listed above to occur. As Johnson and Johnson (1999) explained, 
each teacher should be sure that each student feels that he or she is linked with his/her 
peers and that she/he cannot succeed unless the others do likewise. Second, the teacher 
must structure assessment to produce individual accountability, requiring students to 
demonstrate what they have learned or have contributed to the group. Third, the teacher 
has to promote positive interactions between the students so that they can encourage 
each other and provide praise to their peers for their learning. Fourth, teachers need to 
teach students how to use appropriate social skills, and how to engage in in-group 
processing. In sum, the role of the teacher is essential to produce effective CL in the 
classroom. 
The mediation of the teacher is essential to achieve CL. Teachers provide the 
scaffolding to guide children in their learning by working in their Zone of Proximal 
Development (Vygotsky, 1978), or enabling scaffolding between peers of different ability 
levels. This collaboration does not occur automatically and there is no assurance that 
learning will take place merely because individuals work together (Dillenbourg, 2002). 
Cooperative Learning has to be taught; the training of social skills have been found to 
directly lead to better outcomes of CL  (Del Barco, 2006). Teachers have the responsibility 
of creating a supportive environment, modelling skills for how to work cooperatively, and 
establishing positive relationships with and between their early childhood students in order 
to produce effective cooperative interactions (Battistich & Watson, 2003).  
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Webb (2009), in a review of teachers’ roles in promoting collaborative dialogue in the 
classroom, concluded that teachers could influence interactions through the discourses 
that are used when working with small groups, with the preparation of the tasks for group 
work, and the strategies that they use to promote the elaboration of ideas by their 
students. On the other hand, one of the aspects that she also highlighted in this review is 
the necessity for further research, to identify not only those discourses that may influence 
the type of interactions between students, but also the beliefs that teachers hold which 
may also affect the quality of the group dialogue. The beliefs that teachers have about 
teaching and learning practices may directly influence the attitude that they have towards 
students collaborating or to the value of group work in the classroom and how it may be 
best implemented (Brody, 1998). If teachers view their role as involving the transmission of 
knowledge more than helping in the construction of knowledge, it is more probable that 
they will not have a positive attitude towards CL. If teachers value CL as a tool for 
developing social skills but not academic skills, they may ignore some of CL’s important 
potentialities (Brody, 1998).  So it is important to identify what belief system teachers have 
so it can be considered in how real change can be approached. On the other hand 
knowledge about development of the child and theories behind the strategies are 
important to be managed by the teacher. 
Theories that underpin Cooperative Learning in early childhood 
Constructivism 
Cooperative Learning has its foundations in the theory of constructivism (Yusof, 
Hassan, & Phang, 2012).  Constructivism is a learning theory that supports the concept 
that students are active in constructing knowledge through their experiences (Baeten, 
Struyven, & Dochy, 2013; Brooks & Grennon-Brooks, 1999; Moons & De Backer, 2013). 
Students try to make sense of their experiences, instead of just being receptacles of 
knowledge. They are active in the process of seeking meaning from what they have 
experienced (Obikwelu & Read, 2012; Göktürk, 2010). Learning is a construction and not 
just a transmission of knowledge by the teacher. Learners modify their mental models 
through experience (Obikwelu & Read, 2012; Mayer, 2004; Baeten et al., 2013) which is 
also constructed with others through social interaction (Richardson 2003; Rogoff et al., 
2001). It changes the way students are seen from passive receivers of knowledge (Freire, 
1993) into students who are active in their own learning and in the learning of others 
(Göktürk, 2010; Osman & Meerah, 2011).  
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There are two main theorists who are the proponents of constructivist and student 
centred pedagogy: Piaget (1972) and Vygotsky (1978). Both argued that children discover 
the world by experience with the environment and interaction with others (Obikwelu & 
Read, 2012; Rogoff et al., 2001) and they both emphasized the process of learning and 
not only the products (Sun, Strobel & Luo, 2013).  
Piaget described universal stages of development, and biological indicators of 
development are stressed within Piagetian theory. His research focused on child 
development and described levels of cognition and motor skills that are developed at 
specific stages (Piaget, 2001). He realized that children are active learners and that 
through processes of assimilation and accommodation new knowledge is constructed so 
that learning occurs (Richardson, 2003). Assimilation involves the interpretation of socio-
cultural situations by mental structures that are already constructed (Eriksson, 2011; 
Piaget, 1972) while the reorganization of one’s own mental structure, so a higher 
conceptual level can be achieved, is called accommodation (Eriksson, 2011; Piaget, 
1972). 
On the other hand, Vygotsky (1978) argued that the construction of thinking is 
reciprocal and occurs through interaction with others and the environment. This interaction 
is central to cognitive development, and internalization of the thinking process (Denton, 
2012). Vygotsky (1978) observed that what children can do together today, they can do it 
individually tomorrow. His theory argues that individuals can develop their potential 
through learning with others or with the help of a more capable peer. He referred to the 
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), which is defined as the space between the actual 
developmental level and the potential development with the guidance of a more capable 
peer or adult (Denton, 2012; Vygotsky, 1978). The way to get the best of this “zone” is with 
the help and scaffolding or mediation of this more “capable” person (Richardson, 2003). It 
defines skills that have not yet matured but are in the process of doing so (Luo, 2013). The 
novelty of Vygotsky’s theory is the notion that what the students can do with the 
assistance of others could be even more significant and indicative of their mental 
development than what they can do by themselves (Denton, 2012). It also highlights the 
importance of language as a tool of communication between the child and others, and 
subsequently enables the development of internal speech, and with this, the organization 
of thought is accomplished (Petit et al., 2013). It contributes to the notion that learning can 
be in advance of development, in contrast to Piaget who argued that development is in 
advance of learning (Bublitz, 2006) 
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In sum, it may be possible that the kind of interactions that teachers provide inside 
early childhood classrooms could affect directly their development related to cognitive 
skills and social understanding which would then affect the way they see the world, 
interact and behave. 
Theory of the Mind 
Theory of the Mind (ToM) is the term used to capture one of the important aspects of 
social cognition that develops in the early childhood period (Kloo & Perner, 2008). It is 
possible to observe others’ behaviour but not what they are thinking or what is on their 
minds. For example, one of the most important understandings occurs when a child 
realizes that the representations that he/she forms of the world are not necessarily reality. 
Children come to understand that their own beliefs and the beliefs of others can be false 
(Carpendale & Lewis, 2006). The basic idea of ToM implies that understanding other 
people involves putting a bridge in the space that is between the observed behaviour and 
what is on their minds (Leudar, Costall & Haney, 2004). This concept is essential because 
it explains a cognitive jump where children become aware of themselves and others in 
their social world (Carpendale & Lewis, 2006).  
In a meta-analysis of the development of social understanding, across different 
cultures and languages, Liu, Wellman, Tardif and Sabbagh (2008) found that ToM 
develops in a universal way. It has the same trajectories of performance, but appears at 
different ages across various cultures and languages, varying by almost two or more years 
(between 3 to 6 years). This illustrates that the development of ToM and social 
understanding is a product of specific experiential factors. Thus, it may be possible that 
the kind of interactions that teachers provide inside early childhood classrooms affects, 
directly, not only cognitive development related to mathematics and literacy but also social 
understanding. Social action and social understanding are related in a bidirectional way 
and have transactional effects (Carpendale & Lewis, 2006). Therefore, the way children 
understand the social world is also going to affect the quality of their interactions. 
Consequently, if children are to interact in a collaborative way, with a cooperative social 
understanding, it is necessary to give them the experience of collaborating and 
cooperating in their daily school life (Carpendale & Lewis, 2006), so not only should the 
strategy of CL has to be used, but also the whole environment where the students live 
should provide a cooperative way of interaction. 
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Democratic and Cooperative Schools 
Learning is a cooperative and communicative activity, where children are active 
learners who construct knowledge. They create meaning of the world through interaction 
with adults and, at the same level of importance, with their peers (Vygotsky, 1978). One 
mission of the educational institution could be to be a forum where adults and children 
together construct culture and knowledge (New, 2007)  
Cooperative Learning must be present in the classroom but also in the school, it has 
to be embedded in a cooperative school culture (Rogoff et al., 2001). This involves the 
development of an educational community where constructive problem resolution and 
respect are expected. It involves commitment to the common good and a sense of 
responsibility to contribute to the shared work in a fair way, compassion for others when 
they are in need, being able to view situations from the perspective of others, seeking 
outcomes that benefit everyone, and an appreciation of diversity, to name some of the 
relevant values (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). 
All the elements and positive outcomes of CL that are in the classroom should be 
reflected in the whole school. The context proposed by Johnson and Johnson (1999) is a 
school based on team activities and in a cooperative structure where students work in 
groups with the responsibility of producing a final product. This new structure is called a 
cooperative school. 
In a culture of cooperation inside the school, there would be teams of teachers who 
work in groups to improve the teaching and learning process. The teamwork of teachers 
would be as effective as that of students. Such a professional learning community could 
also affect the perception and attitudes towards the use of CL in the classroom (Garcia, 
2013) 
The group of authorities who are supporting the school should remember that 
cooperation is more than an educational procedure and it needs the commitment of people 
from the classroom all the way to the office of the inspector (Johnson & Johnson, 1999). 
In a cooperative structure, the students, the teachers, the management group and 
administrative staff work in cooperative groups, so they are all coordinate and synchronize 
their activities (Johnson & Johnson, 1989). There are evident links between CL 
classrooms and democratic classrooms. The interactions in a democratic classroom reflect 
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those one would observe in CL classroom: students actively engaged with their learning, 
cooperation between them, respect for others, recognition of equal rights and value 
(Fearnley-Sander et al., 2001). 
Not only is content taught in a democratic school, but there are also civic outcomes 
of participation and tolerance (Ferguson-Patrick, 2012). The classroom can be seen as a 
microcosm of our broader society, could facilitate a “practice” to learn about democracy, 
about cooperation (Schul, 2011) 
A democratic and cooperative school culture is developed through lively engagement 
and recognition of equal worth of persons (Ferguson-Patrick, 2012). The earlier the child is 
exposed to a CL environment, the easier it would seem to be to develop a cooperative 
social understanding so that it would be more natural for them to work with others towards 
a common goal. This is one of the reasons why it is so important to invest in early 
childhood education.  
Early childhood education 
A high quality early childhood education strengthens socio-affective and cognitive 
development in children, that could promote success in higher school levels in skills and 
knowledge that are requisites to achieve (Burchinal et al., 2000; Mandel, 2001; Reynolds 
et al., 2004). High quality education in the early years is more important in the case of 
children who come from low-income families where they have fewer opportunities of 
receiving the stimulation and motivation essential for school success (Case, Griffin & Kelly, 
2001; Stipek & Greene, 2001). 
Young children need to discover the world, understand how it works and begin to 
develop a social conscience (Dewey, 1956). Early childhood teachers should have 
knowledge to foster this understanding of the world, knowledge about learning and 
development of young children and be able to identify when this is not happening 
appropriately so they can identify children at risk in order that immediate interventions can 
be implemented (Copple & Bredekamp, 2009). 
In order to promote effective learning it is necessary that teachers use pedagogical 
strategies for problem solving skills and teacher-child and peer interactions to increase 
their understanding of children  (Klein & Knitzer, 2006).  
 25 
Educators who teach in the early childhood years need to be innovative and have a 
good range of activities to engage students and foster learning (Pica, 2006). In this sense 
CL could be a useful methodology for young children to learn literacy and social skills 
(Kagan & Kagan 2009). 
Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood   
Even though the benefits of CL are well recognized, most investigation on these 
approaches to learning has been conducted with older children (Vermette et al., 2004). 
Battistich and Watson (2003) believed that the neglect of the younger age group is based 
on the erroneous and common belief that young children do not have the developmental 
capacity to cooperate. 
Beliefs of early childhood teachers about their pedagogical practices appear to vary 
across grade levels. Vartuli (1999), in a study that explored the continuum of beliefs 
reported by early childhood teachers and their relationship to classroom practice, found 
that the behaviour of early childhood teachers was more teacher-directed in the older 
grades. It would appear that teachers working across the early childhood period might vary 
in the way CL is implemented, as a function of the grade level, with those in higher grades 
being less open to its benefits. This empirical finding is at odds with the suggestion by 
Vermette, et al. (2004) that the reason CL is relatively neglected in this period is because 
of teacher’s beliefs that younger children are not capable of CL.  
There is a typical misconception of the theory of cognitive development by Piaget, 
where people assume that when he used the term "egocentric" he was indicating that 
children of a young age are dominated by thoughts of the self (Kutnick & Blatchford, 
2014). If teachers hold this view of Piaget’s work, this could make a difference to their 
beliefs about the utility of CL in the different periods of early childhood. Thus, it is 
important to include teachers who work with students from the first period of early 
childhood schooling (5-6 years) and those who work with slightly older children (7-8 years) 
as they could have different beliefs about providing opportunities for students to work 
cooperatively at the different ages. 
Nevertheless, there is enough evidence to demonstrate that children in the early 
childhood stage can acquire the skills that are necessary to interact in a collaborative way 
with their peers, if they are taught to do so. Gillies and Ashman (1998) conducted a study 
to investigate the behaviours and interactions of children from first and third grade (6 and 8 
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years old), in structured and unstructured groups as they worked together. The children 
who were assigned to the structured condition participated in training sessions and were 
taught small group procedures, skills and interpersonal behaviours to promote group 
cooperation. Those in the unstructured condition did not participate in the training but had 
the same group activities during their social studies lessons. The results showed that the 
children in the structured conditions who did receive training exhibited more cooperative 
behaviours, and provided more elaborated help than peers in the unstructured condition. 
In Chile, a program for developing oral language, logical-mathematical and social skills in 
pre-school children, showed that preschool children working in small groups, in a program 
of collaborative learning on a single display computer, could demonstrate improvements in 
these skills. Ten classrooms with 268 children between 5 and 6 years of age participated 
in this study. Teachers were trained in the use of technology and strategies for creating 
successful collaboration between students. This last point was essential to the success of 
the study, because mediation is important to train students how to cooperate with their 
peers and achieve their common goal (Gomez, et al., 2013).  
Young children’s academic and social behaviours improve when they are exposed to 
CL experiences (Gillies, 2007; Kutnick et al., 2008; Slavin, 1996; Vermette et al., 2004). 
Activities that exposes children at an early age to CL, that includes interaction among 
peers, will, therefore, help encourage empathetic skills and a good and strong interchange 
(Piercy, Wilton, & Townsend, 2002; Vasileiadoy, 2009). Stevahn, Johnson, Johnson, 
Oberle, and Wahl (2000) compared children from preschool who were taught how to 
resolve conflicts with others who were not taught these skills. The researchers found that 
those who received training, used the skills to deal with conflicts and solved them in a 
positive way, in contrast to the control group who did not.  
Engagement in CL in early childhood can provide many opportunities for developing 
communication skills such as language, as well as positive attitudes towards learning 
(Battistich & Watson, 2003). Children also learn about others’ thinking and how to resolve 
interpersonal problems. Coie, Dodge and Kupersmidt (1990) showed that, if children learn 
to interact successfully with their peers during preschool, then they are more likely to be 
accepted by them in their later school years. 
Research suggests that there is much value in teaching small children how to work 
together and in exposing them to experiences of this type (Kutnick et al., 2008). Young 
children are capable of working in a cooperative way inside the classroom, but teachers 
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must create conditions for this to occur because interactions between children are not 
always cooperative, and the activities do not always benefit the children who are involved. 
They need also to have a cooperative and trusting relationship with their teacher (Howes, 
James & Ritchie, 2003). 
Teachers’ beliefs about pedagogy 
There is evidence in the literature that change in the implementation of a new 
pedagogical strategy is not likely to occur if the beliefs teachers hold about that strategy 
does not change as well (if they were not initially positive) (Martens, 1992). Successful 
implementation and adoption of an innovative pedagogical strategy depends 
fundamentally on teacher’s beliefs and attitudes (Darling- Hammond, 1990). 
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) conceptualized belief as a representation of the 
information someone holds about an object, or the understanding that a person has of 
his/her environment and him or herself.   
Teachers have beliefs that influence both their behaviour inside the classroom and 
their relationships with their students. Pajares (1992) argued that these beliefs need to 
become a fundamental research issue if changes are to be achieved in education. 
Empirical evidence has established the importance of beliefs in understanding teacher 
behaviour (Brown, 2005; Calderhead, 1996; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Ertmer, 2005; Fang, 
1996; Kagan, 1992; Kane et al., 2002; Pajares, 1992; Zacharia, 2003; Zint, 2002). Beliefs 
are formed by experiences, and those about the nature of teaching have their roots in the 
teacher’s own experiences of learning that were formed over many years as a student 
(Albion & Ertmer, 2002). These beliefs are resistant to change because they have been 
supported with authority. The practice of educators is more likely to change when they 
interact with others, reflect about their experience and support each other as they risk 
transforming their practice (Putnam & Borko, 2000).  
Pajares (1992) noted that there are very few people who would not agree with the 
claim that the beliefs that teachers hold affect their perceptions and attitudes towards their 
practice, with the consequence of affecting their behaviour in the classroom. Therefore, 
studying teacher beliefs about pedagogy is important, as they are a crucial determinant of 
their behaviour in their teaching practice (Fang, 1996; Isenberg, 1990; Kagan, 1992; 
Pajares, 1992; Tobin et al., 1994; Yonemura, 1986). As Oliver and Koballa (1992) noted, 
attitudes, knowledge and convictions determine a person’s rejection or acceptance of a 
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proposition. Bandura (1986) referred to beliefs as the best indicator of peoples’ decisions. 
Similarly Pajares (1992) said that beliefs form the attitude that, in turn, becomes 
behaviour. 
Theory of Planned Behaviour 
The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1987, 1988, 1991, 2005) proposes a model 
for understanding the intentions that individuals have for performing a particular behaviour 
which are the precursors of acting. In general, this theory proposes the idea that people 
will intend to perform a particular behaviour if their personal evaluation of that particular 
behaviour is positive, if they perceive that people who are important to them would 
approve of the behaviour, and if they believe that the opportunities and necessary 
resources for engaging in the behaviour are or would be available. In some cases, the 
weaknesses of some of these variables could be compensated by others that are relatively 
strong (Ajzen, 2005). Therefore, the intentions that people have to perform some particular 
behaviour are influenced by motivational factors, beliefs and attitudes that form these 
three principal considerations (see Figure 2.1). 
The variables in the TPB are internal (psychological) constructs with the exception of 
behaviour. Each construct can be measured directly, by asking participants about their 
attitude towards the behaviour, or indirectly, by asking them about their behavioural beliefs 
and their evaluation of the outcome (Francis et al., 2004). Measuring these constructs 
using both direct and indirect approaches and then performing correlations between the 
results of direct and indirect measures, should give a better and deeper understanding of 
the underlying reasons about the intentions to perform the particular behaviour (Ajzen, 
2005). 
The direct variables that can influence the intention of performing a particular 
behaviour are  
a) Attitude towards the Behaviour (AB) which refers to the evaluation (favourable or 
unfavourable) that the person has of the behaviour in question.  
b) Subjective Norm (SN) which refers to the perception the person holds of the social 
pressure that he/she experiences with regard to performing the particular 
behaviour. 
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c) Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC) which refers to the perception of the person 
about how capable he/she feels to perform the behaviour. (Ajzen, 1988, 1991, 
2005): 
Affecting these three direct constructs are salient beliefs (indirect measures), and some 
evaluations of these beliefs:  
a) Behavioural Beliefs: beliefs about the outcomes that are attached to a particular 
behaviour, and the evaluation that the person gives to those outcomes. These 
beliefs are going to result in a favourable or unfavourable AB. 
b) Normative Beliefs: beliefs about the expectations of others that the individual will 
perform the behaviour, and the motivation to comply with those expectations. These 
beliefs are going to influence SN in a positive or negative way. 
c) Control Beliefs: beliefs about the individual’s control over the behaviour, and the 
perceived power of really being able to perform it. These beliefs would influence 
PBC in a positive or negative way (Ajzen, 1988, 1991, 2005). 
So, the intention that is affected by direct and indirect variables is the direct stimulus 
for the final behaviour and could be a proximal measure of it (Ajzen & Driver, 1992). 
 
Figure 2.1. Theory of Planned Behaviour 
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Behavioural beliefs and Attitudes towards the Behaviour 
According to the model of expectancy-value of attitudes developed by Fishbein and 
Ajzen (1975), “attitudes develop reasonably from the beliefs people hold about the object 
of the attitude” (Ajzen, 1991, p.191). So, beliefs regarding an object are formed by 
associating it with particular attributes, characteristics, objects or events. Because this 
attribute linked to the behaviour is already valued positively or negatively, we acquire an 
attitude towards the behaviour. In sum, we learn to form favourable attitudes towards a 
behaviour, when we believe it would have a desirable consequence, and we form 
unfavourable attitudes if we associate the behaviour with undesirable consequences 
(Ajzen, 1991). In this sense, the subjective value that is given to an outcome contributes to 
the attitude in proportion to the strength of the belief that the outcome in question will be 
produced by that behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Therefore, the Attitude towards the Behaviour is 
comprised of two components: the Strength of Behavioural belief (Bb) and the outcome 
evaluations (Oe). The Strength of Behavioural belief refers to the belief about engaging in 
the behaviour and the outcome evaluations relate to beliefs about the advantages and 
disadvantages of engaging in that behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Francis et al., 2004).  
Normative Beliefs and Subjective Norm 
The probability that people who are important to the individual approve or disapprove 
of the performance of a given behaviour is central to the construct of normative beliefs 
(Ajzen, 1991). Researchers differentiate between two types of norms: injunctive, which are 
the perceptions of what others think one should do; and descriptive, which is one’s 
perception of what others are doing (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2005). In other words, when people 
believe that people they value most are performing the behaviour in question, or would 
expect them to do it, the subjective norm would pressure them to engage in the behaviour 
(Fishbein & Ajzen).  
Subjective Norm is comprised by two components: Strength of normative beliefs 
(Snb) and Personal motivation to comply (Mc). The first refers to beliefs about whether 
people who are important to them would like them to perform the behaviour; the second 
component refers to the willingness to act in accordance with the wishes of those 
important people (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2005; Francis et al., 2004).  
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Control beliefs and Perceived Behavioural Control 
This is the third factor that Ajzen described as influencing the intention to perform the 
behaviour. The TPB includes this third construct of Perceived Behavioural Control for 
dealing with situations where people may have not complete volitional control to perform 
the behaviour of interest (Sparks, Guthrie & Shepherd, 1997). 
Perceived Behavioural Control overlaps somewhat with the concept of Self-Efficacy 
(Bandura, 1986). This concept refers to the beliefs people have regarding their 
competence to exercise control over their own level of performance and over events that 
influence their life (Bandura, 1991). Perceived Behavioural Control refers to the 
individual’s own perception of how difficult or easy is for him/her to perform the behaviour 
(Ajzen, 2005). Perceived Behavioural Control, in recent research has been defined as an 
overarching concept of self-efficacy and controllability. Where the self- efficacy refers to 
the perception of ease and difficulty of performing the behaviour and controllability: the 
extent to which to perform the behaviour depends on the actor (Sparks et al., 1997). 
These two factors are identified and defined by Ajzen as (1) Power of control factors to 
influence the behaviour (Cbp); that is, how in control the person feels with respect to 
exhibiting the behaviour; and (2) Strength of control beliefs (Scb) which are the beliefs 
about the resources and opportunities individuals have (Francis et al., 2004). 
Rationale for using the Theory of Planned Behaviour as a framework for this 
research 
It is well documented, with empirical evidence, that the TPB can be a useful 
framework for understanding attitudes, beliefs and intentions towards a behaviour, (e.g., 
Lepre, 2007; Robinson & Doverspike, 2006; Shevlin & Millar, 2006). The TPB can be 
useful for designing strategies for adopting behaviours that are known to have positive 
results in health and learning (Francis et al., 2004).  
There are other theories that outline the causal relation between beliefs, attitude, the 
intention to behave and behaviour. Zint (2002) compared the three main attitude-
behaviour theories for predicting science teachers’ intentions to act: TPB (Ajzen, 1985, 
1991), Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA: Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) 
and Theory of Trying (TT: Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1990).  
 The TRA, assumes that the intention of undertaking a behaviour is guided by 
normative and attitudinal beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). This theory suggests that 
voluntary behaviour can be predicted by the intentions of  individuals in a direct way (Zint, 
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2002). The TPB goes further than TRA, adding a volitional aspect, suggesting that the 
intention to perform a behaviour is guided also by beliefs of Perceived Behavioural Control 
- that is how easy or difficult the person believes exhibiting the behaviour to be (Ajzen, 
1991; Sotiropoulos & d’Astous, 2013). So with the TPB, Ajzen (1988, 1991) acknowledged 
that the intention to act could depend to some extent on the level of control people have 
with respect to a behaviour. The TT, on the other hand, expanded the TPB and differs 
from the TPB and the TRA, in two main aspects: it measures three kinds of attitudes and 
incorporates judgements of self-efficacy, and expectations of success and failure; and it 
suggests that past behaviour has a direct effect on the intention to act (Bagozzi & 
Warshaw, 1990).  
In Zint’s study (2002), data were collected through a questionnaire (n = 1336) and 
responses were analysed using multiple regression and confirmatory factor analysis. The 
TPB was better able to predict the intentions of science teachers to use environmental risk 
education than either the TRA or TT, with a significant 5% increase in explained variance 
of intention to act. Some other studies that have compared TRA and TPB with respect to 
intention to act found similar differences and better results of TPB as a theory that predicts 
intention to act (e.g., Armitage & Conner, 2001).  
There been numerous studies that have provided evidence that demonstrate that 
measures of attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control, can predict 
intentions (e.g., Glasman & Albarracín, 2006; Ramsay, Thomas, Croal, Grimshaw, & 
Eccles, 2010; Sheeran & Taylor, 1999; Zint, 2002) 
For the proposed study, the supposition is that in order to achieve effective CL 
educators have to believe in the importance and the contribution that the strategy makes 
to teaching and learning inside the classroom. They have to feel free and capable of 
implementing CL, and have a positive attitude towards including CL in their usual teaching 
practice. They need to have the intention of using CL inside their own classroom. 
Following the TPB, described above, in order for teachers to use CL inside the classroom, 
they must be in favour of implementing it (AB); they must perceive there is social support 
for using CL strategies (SN) and they must believe they have the skills and perceived 
capabilities for performing CL with young students (PBC).  
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Rationale for the study 
After reviewing the literature there is strong evidence to support the view that CL is 
one of the most successful pedagogical strategies to develop cognitive, social and 
emotional skills in children. There is also promising evidence that CL may be helpful in 
teaching skills for educating democratic citizenship, and as a way of “practicing” how to 
“guide collective action” (Dewey, 1937, p. 458) for the common good.  
The academic results for Chile in the international tests for learning are well below 
those of developed countries, and CL could be an effective strategy to help students to 
improve skills required for 21st century academic and social outcomes. Chile is also a 
country that has a very short history of “democracy” (25 years); there is still a long way to 
go to construct an equitable educational system and society. Democracy involves trust in 
human capacity, and CL can be a way of giving the space for this capacity to develop. A 
well-structured CL classroom, inserted in a cooperative school culture, could give skills to 
students for identifying a common good, and for working together to achieve it.  
The best period to start learning these skills is during the early childhood years 
(between 0 and 8 years). The literature review presented strong evidence that support for 
this investment in this early period of education is going to directly affect the future of 
these children. Furthermore, it is the most powerful way to have an impact on society, 
prevent disadvantage and reduce the gap in the academic results between children from 
high socio-economic and low-socioeconomic circumstances. There is concern that in the 
national Chilean tests about pedagogical knowledge, early childhood teachers have the 
poorest results of all grade levels. 
It seems that teachers who are educating students during the most critical period of 
development do not have the preparation they need to be able to accomplish their task. 
CL could be one strategy that could help teachers to have tools for achieving better results 
in their pedagogical management. Little is known about the use of CL by Chilean teachers; 
what could facilitate and prevent the use of CL by the teachers? There are few studies that 
can answer these questions. How can we begin to understand this complex situation?  
As has been described in the literature review, the beliefs of teachers regarding 
pedagogy is going to directly affect their behaviour inside the classroom. As it is essential 
to understand the beliefs that teachers hold if changes are to be made to their pedagogical 
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practices and these changes are to be sustained over time, this study sought to 
investigate the beliefs of the teachers regarding CL.  
The TPB appears to be the most successful model for understanding beliefs, 
attitudes and intentions people have towards behaviour. As the literature review shows, 
numerous studies have been conducted confirming this, but very few in Chile, so there 
was also a requirement of research to be sure that the TPB could be a model that applied 
to this particular context, and this study sought to do that too.  
Purpose of the project 
The purpose of this project was to identify, describe and understand Chilean early 
childhood teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, intentions and experience towards the use of CL in 
their classrooms. The results will permit to contribute to further interventions that could be 
designed regarding the use of CL, by considering the beliefs of teachers in their particular 
context.  
The questions that this project seeks to investigate are: 
• What are the beliefs attitudes and experience of Chilean Early childhood teachers 
towards Cooperative Learning? 
• What are their attitudes towards Cooperative Learning? 
• How and whose opinions about Cooperative Learning influence their 
practices in their classes? 
• What are their beliefs about the factors that may facilitate or impede 
Cooperative Learning?  
• What are their beliefs regarding their competence at implementing 
Cooperative Learning? 
• What other factors influence Chilean Early Childhood teacher’s use of 
Cooperative Learning in their classrooms, and how is their experience of 
implementing it? 
• Is the Theory of Planned Behaviour appropriate to adequately reflect the 
relationships between the beliefs, attitudes and intentions related to the use of 
Cooperative Learning held by early childhood teachers in Chile?  
• How well does the data of this study fit the Theory of Planed Behaviour with 
respect to the use of Cooperative Learning in their classrooms? 
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• Do the constructs of the theory (Attitudes, Subjective Norms and Behavioural 
Control) predict the behaviour of Chilean early childhood teachers with 
respect to using Cooperative Learning in their classrooms? 
• Are there differences in the beliefs, attitudes and intentions towards Cooperative 
Learning between early childhood teachers from public and private education, and 
between kindergarten and primary teachers? 
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Chapter 3 
 
Methodology 
This Chapter presents the overarching methodology and research design of this 
thesis, a general overview of the three studies that comprise this research project are 
provided. The purpose of this research project was to identify, describe and understand 
Chilean early childhood teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, intentions and experience towards the 
use of Cooperative Learning (CL) in their classrooms in two different educational contexts 
in Chile (private and public education) and in two school grades (kindergarten and second 
year).  
To achieve this purpose, a sequential explanatory mixed methods approach (Hesse-
Biber, 2010) was designed. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; 2005) was 
used as a framework to guide the elicitation of teachers’ beliefs and illuminate the 
understanding of the phenomenon. Three main studies compose this research: Study 1: 
Elicitation of beliefs and experiences towards CL; Study 2: Exploring Theory of Planned 
Behaviour, regarding the use of CL; Study 3: Exploring differences in beliefs regarding 
teachers’ use of CL. This design and each Study are described in the following sections. 
Research Design 
A sequential explanatory mixed methods design (Hesse-Biber, 2010) was adopted. 
Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected. The project adopted a sequential 
triangulation approach where the results from one method of data collection are essential 
for planning the next study (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). This approach was 
especially useful due to the lack of prior research into CL in the Chilean context. As such, 
a first stage of elicitation of beliefs was critical as it  provided necessary input for the two 
other stages of the study. Denzin (1978) defined triangulation as the use of a combination 
of methods for the study of the same phenomenon.  
In the first study, interviews and focus groups were completed, for the elicitation of 
beliefs and experiences towards CL; theoretical constructs were elicited from the 
transcription of the interviews; with some of this information a questionnaire was 
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constructed. This was followed by a second study, for exploring the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB), regarding the use of CL; here a questionnaire was constructed and 
administered; Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation modeling were run for 
testing the theory. A third study was carried out, for exploring differences in beliefs 
regarding teachers’ use of CL; here statistical analyses were applied for exploring the 
differences in the beliefs, attitudes and intentions between teachers from public and 
private school, and kindergarten and second year regarding their use of CL. There was a 
final explanatory stage, where data from the three studies were integrated in order to 
describe the findings. These mixed method procedures help to increase the validity of 
each study and provide a more nuanced understanding of the results (Hesse-Biber, 2010). 
The use of combined methods allowed a more elaborated understanding of the 
responses to the questions guiding the study. There are various reasons for using a mixed 
method research design; a quantitative methodology can make the assessment of 
generalizability of the qualitative data of a first study possible (Johnson et al., 2007); a 
mixed method approach can help to confirm the conclusions drawn from the initial 
qualitative study (Gorard & Taylor, 2004; Patton 2002); also it can allow for a deeper 
reflection on the data and gives a fuller picture of the phenomenon (Hesse-Biber, 2010).  
Setting and participants 
Participants were selected from a population of early childhood teachers from Chile. 
The samples were chosen from two educational contexts: private schools and public 
schools. Private schools receive no government subsides; are attended by children of 
middle and upper class families who finance all the tuition. Public or state schools are 
entirely funded by local city councils; these schools are the most numerous countrywide 
and are mainly attended by children of lower and middle-class families (Cox, 2004).  
Teachers were selected from two grade levels: kindergarten, that is categorized as 
the “second level of transition” and it is the last period of preschool. It comprises children 
from five to six years of age; Second year of primary school comprises children who are 
aged seven to eight years (Mineduc, 2014). Beliefs of early childhood teachers about their 
pedagogical practices seem to vary across grade levels. In a study that explored the 
continuum of beliefs reported by early childhood teachers and their relationship to 
classroom practice, Vartuli (1999) found that early childhood teachers used more teacher-
directed strategies as the grade level increased. This finding suggests that teachers 
working across the early childhood level might vary both in the way CL is viewed and 
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implemented as a result of grade level; this is why it is important to have teachers who 
teach in preschool and others in primary, but still in the range of early childhood (0 to 8 
years old)  
The sample of teachers for study one, was chosen purposively. Participants were 
recruited using a snowballing technique, where a small pool of initial subjects nominate 
other participants from their networks who meet the criteria needed for the specific study 
(Miller & Brewer, 2003). The advantage of this technique is that the identification of cases 
of interest for the study happens via people who know of others who could provide rich 
information (Creswell, 2007). Then the questionnaire was sent to a wider random sample 
in a second stage, which could be more representative of the subject of study. This helped 
to compensate for suspected bias.  
The details about the samples and the process for recruiting the teachers for each 
study are provided in the corresponding Chapters; for Study 1: Chapter 4; for Study 2: 
Chapter 5 and for Study 3: Chapter 6.  
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Studies and Stages 
As seen in Figure 3.1, this sequential explanatory mixed method design was 
composed of three main Studies. In this section, the three studies with their stages are 
described. 
 
Figure 3.1. Sequential explanatory mixed method research design 
Study 1: Elicitation of Beliefs and experiences towards Cooperative Learning 
This first study was designed to elicit the beliefs, attitudes and experiences of 
teachers regarding the use of CL.  
The first purpose of this study was to elicit information from 20 teachers on their 
beliefs, attitudes and experience towards CL for constructing a questionnaire for doing a 
second and third study (Chapter 5 and 6). A second purpose was to do a deeper 
description of the belief elicited and discussed it illuminated by the literature review.  
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Instruments. To elicit the information, individual and group semi-structured 
interviews were administered to 20 teachers. Data were obtained through open-ended 
questions to enable the teachers’ understandings and points of view to be elicited without 
unduly influencing their responses, as can occur through the prior selection of closed 
questions (Patton, 2002). A semi-structured interview, in contrast to a structured one, is 
flexible, so new questions can be asked during the interview, allowing the researcher to 
guide the interviews and the analysis. It is not a formalized and limited set of questions as 
occurs in a structured interview, so no formal pilot testing is needed. The guiding 
questions and themes can be asked of participants in a range of ways (Lindlof & Taylor, 
2002).  
One limitation of interviews as well as questionnaires, is that there is some behaviour 
that teachers are not aware of in their normal practice and from their interactions with 
children, so these are aspects of their practice that are not reported (Gay, Mills & Airasian, 
2009). Despite this, interviews of teachers about the instruction used in their classroom 
and the perceptions that they have about what is going on with the children in the 
classroom, could be a good method to have some understanding of why they choose 
particular pedagogical strategies. In fact, interviews can gather information that cannot be 
achieved by questionnaires and observations alone. They can provide information about 
past events and can help to gather in-depth information about feelings and experiences 
(Gay et al., 2009).  
Some debate has occurred about interviews that stress the importance of reflecting 
on the interviewer-interviewee relationship. Nunkoosing (2005) reflected on the problem of 
resistance and power. This occurs where the interviewer has control of the situation, and 
the interviewee hesitates in the answers being resistant to this position. Aspects related to 
this tension of the relationship, cannot be easily resolved, but they are important to 
consider before doing an interview (Creswell, 2007). Moreover for a one-to-one interview 
to be effective, it is necessary to create an environment of trust where the individual feels 
free and secure to talk without hesitation (Creswell). 
Focus group interviews are effective for eliciting information when the interviewees 
are cooperative with each other and have similar personal characteristics, when time is 
limited, and when there are individuals who could be hesitant to provide information when 
interviewed on a one-to-one basis (Krueger, 1994). However care must be taken in 
monitoring those individuals who could dominate the conversation as it is important to 
encourage everybody to participate and talk.  
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A set of questions regarding CL, including constructs that are described by the TPB, 
were constructed. The interview protocol was developed first in English, following a review 
of the relevant literature, and then it was translated into Spanish by the researcher (see 
guiding questions in Appendix A). 
Data Analysis. Themes were identified following the TPB and other themes that are 
part of the literature review regarding the use of CL. With these themes, hierarchical 
category trees were constructed as a way of organizing the information (Morse & Field, 
1995). At this stage, the information was ready to be used for the first purpose of this 
study, that is, to construct items for a questionnaire that was going to be used in the 
second study.  
For the second purpose of this first study, a descriptive analysis of these themes, 
categories, and relations between them, was developed. Quotes were retrieved from the 
transcriptions to support the researcher’s understanding of the teachers’ beliefs and 
experiences. The findings are discussed in Chapter 4. 
Study 2: Exploring Theory of Planned Behaviour, regarding the use of Cooperative 
Learning 
The first stage of this study aimed to construct a reliable questionnaire for accessing 
the beliefs, attitudes, intentions and experience of Chilean early childhood teachers 
regarding CL. Once constructed and tested for reliability this questionnaire was 
administered to 500 teachers. 
The second stage of this study aimed to determine if the TPB was an appropriate 
theory to reflect the relations between the beliefs, attitudes and intentions related to the 
use of CL, and to understand if the use of CL could be predicted by the constructs 
(Attitude towards the Behaviour, Subjective Norm, and Perceived Behaviour Control) of 
this theory.  
Instrument. The Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ), 
was created following the steps recommended by Ajzen (2005) and Francis et al. (2004). 
The themes, concepts and categories elicited in Study 1 were used for developing the 
questionnaire. For validity of the instrument, five experts in early childhood education 
completed the questionnaire and gave feedback about the relevance of the questions and 
the readability and comprehension of the items. Using this information, adjustments were 
made to the instrument. To ensure reliability, a test-retest was carried out, administering 
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the questionnaire to 30 teachers twice, with a 15 day interval (details described in Chapter 
5). In the second stage, this questionnaire was administered to a larger group. From this 
group, the responses to the questionnaire from the 500 teachers who met the inclusion 
criteria were used for the final analysis.  
Data Analysis. To achieve the first aim described above, a general Structural 
Equation modeling (SEM) was undertaken. This full SEM is composed by two sub models, 
and these two models were run on the data.  The first one is a measurement model: 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis, that describes the relationships between the unobserved 
and observed variables, where the observed measures load on a particular factor (Byrne 
2012, 2013). In the case of this study, this analysis was run to confirm if the scores 
obtained in the data loaded onto the factors (constructs) that comprise the TPB. The 
second model is a Structural Equation Modeling, and the purpose is to investigate the 
relations among unobserved, latent variables and their influence on the observed variables 
(Byrne, 2012). These analyses were undertaken after the Confirmatory Factor Analysis to 
determine how well the collected data fit the TPB model and how the use of CL can be 
predicted by its constructs (details and procedure in Chapter 5).  
The reason for using structural equation modeling was that this statistical 
methodology takes a confirmatory approach to the analysis of a structural theory that is 
influencing some phenomenon (Byrne, 2013). “Causal” processes are represented with 
this theory that generates an explanation of the interactions between multiple variables at 
the same time (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Tomarken & Waller, 2005). The hypothesized model 
can be tested through a simultaneous statistical analysis of the entire structure of variables 
to establish the magnitude to which the model is consistent with the data (Byrne, 2012).  
To confirm how well the data fit, goodness-of-fit indices are calculated. If these are 
adequate, the credibility of the model of the relations postulated between the variables is 
supported; if it is inadequate, the plausibility of those relations is rejected (Byrne, 2013; 
Distefano, 2009). In the case of this study, the theory that was tested in the data was the 
TPB and the relation between its variables regarding the use of CL in the sample of 
teachers. To confirm the fit of the theoretical model with the data, the statistical analyses 
described, were run, and goodness of fit indices were obtained (see Chapter 5).  
In contrast to an Exploratory Factor Analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis is used 
when there is previous knowledge about the latent variable structure (Byrne, 2012; Barrett, 
2007). Based on knowledge of a theory, first the researcher proposes relationships among 
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the observed measures and the underlying factors, and the hypothesized model structure 
is tested statistically. The Exploratory Factor Analysis on the other hand, is used when the 
links between the variables are uncertain or unknown (Byrne, 2013, 2012; Barrett, 2007) 
so an Exploratory Factor Analysis was not adequate for the purpose of this study, as the 
model was known.  
In sum, because the structure of the constructs and its relationship are well described 
and provide a good understanding of the TPB, the hypothesized model was drawn with a 
priori design so the theory could be tested using the data. 
Study 3: Exploring differences in beliefs regarding teachers’ use of Cooperative 
Learning 
The aim of the third study was to determine if there were differences in the beliefs, 
attitudes and intentions towards CL between early childhood teachers from public and 
private education, and between kindergarten and second year primary teachers. 
Instrument. For answering this question, the data from the administration of the 
questionnaire created in Study 2: Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood Questionnaire 
(CLECQ) was used. 
Data Analysis. To determine if there were differences in the beliefs, attitudes and 
intentions of teachers who teach in public and private education, and in kindergarten and 
second grade level, towards CL; T-tests and a series of 2 x 2 (type of schools x grade 
level) Univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA) were run (see Chapter 6 for procedure). 
Some multiple regressions were conducted to identify which constructs of the TPB 
(Attitudes, Subjective Norm, Perceived Behaviour Control) were more likely to influence 
teacher’s intentions to use CL.  
In the following Chapters the three studies are described in detail, with the 
procedures, analyses and results. In Chapter 4, Study 1 is described followed by a 
discussion of the results. In Chapter 5, the Study 2 is described and in Chapter 6 Study 3 
is presented. The findings from the three studies are integrated in Chapter 7 with a 
discussion of the findings and their relationship to the TPB and relevant current research. 
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Chapter 4 
Study 1 
 
Elicitation of Beliefs about Experiences of CL 
General Aim  
This study aimed to elicit and identify the specific beliefs, attitudes and experiences 
of Chilean early childhood teachers towards the use of Cooperative Learning (CL) in their 
classrooms.   
Selection of the sample 
The sample for this study was selected from a population of early childhood teachers 
working in Santiago, Chile. The sample of teachers for the interviews was chosen 
purposively from two types of schools: private schools and public schools, and from two 
class levels: preschool (kindergarten) and primary (second year).  
Participants 
Participants were recruited using a snowballing technique. This technique uses a 
small pool of initial subjects, and then these participants nominate other participants from 
their networks who meet the criteria needed for the specific study (Miller & Brewer, 2003). 
In this study, four teachers were initially contacted, and after being interviewed they 
referred other teachers who fulfilled the selection criteria (i.e. teaching in one of the two 
types of schools considered for the study as well as in either preschool or second year) to 
the researcher. Twenty teachers participated in individual and group interviews. The 
participating teachers were from six different schools. There were two methods used to 
collect data: individual interviews and focus groups. Teachers participated in either the 
individual interview or the focus group interview.  
Four teachers were individually interviewed, one from each group of the sample 
(kindergarten/public; second/public; kindergarten/private; second/private). Initially, it was 
intended that four focus groups of four teachers would be interviewed, but one group was 
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divided into two, each with two teachers, because they could not find a time that was 
suitable for all four participants. 
      
Figure 4.1. Composition of the sample, by type of Interviews 
Therefore, as seen in Figure 4.1 sixteen teachers participated in one of five focus 
group interviews: four teachers who taught in kindergarten in a public school and four 
others who taught in second year, also in a public school; another four were kindergarten 
teachers in a private school and the remaining four teachers taught second year classes in 
a private school.  
Teachers’ ages ranged from 28 to 60 years. Teaching experience ranged from a 
couple of months to 30 years, with the majority of teachers having taught for five years or 
more. 
Data Collection 
Instruments 
To elicit the information, individual and group interviews were administered to 20 
teachers. Data were obtained through open-ended questions. A semi-structured interview, 
in contrast to a structured one, is flexible, so new questions can be asked during the 
interview, allowing the researcher to guide the interviews (see guiding questions in 
Appendix A).  
A set of questions and issues regarding CL, including constructs that are described 
by the Theory of Planned Behaviour, were developed to guide the interview process. 
Issues that have been identified in the literature are: Teacher experience of CL: the 
teacher’s role (Webb, 2009); strategies teachers use for implementing CL; group formation 
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(Amaria, Biran & Leith, 2006; Gillies, 2003); examples of CL activities; experiences 
between students when they work cooperatively (Kutnick & Berdondini, 2008); the use of 
CL in promoting the inclusion of children (Cahill & Mitra, 2008; Hobbs & Westling, 1998); 
attitudes towards CL (advantages and disadvantages); subjective norm towards CL (who 
approves/disapproves) and perceived behaviour control with respect to CL (how capable 
they feel about demonstrating the behaviour) (Ajzen, 1987, 1988, 1991, 2005). Finally, the 
teachers were asked about their school environment regarding cooperation (E. Cohen, 
1994; Johnson & Johnson, 2003). The same semi-structured interview schedule was used 
to guide discussions during the individual and group interviews. 
For example, in order to elicit the respondents’ attitudes towards CL – one of the 
three constructs of TPB – the following open invitation was given:  “Tell me about your 
attitude towards CL”. This enabled the participants to talk broadly and include different 
ideas that they wanted to share. More specific and guided questions followed in cases 
where additional information was needed. For example, “What do you believe are the 
advantages and disadvantages of using CL in your classroom?” These types of 
statements and questions were also used for the other constructs of the theory and the 
rest of the themes to elicit the required information from the early childhood teachers (see 
Appendix A). 
The interview was developed first in English, following a review of the relevant 
literature, and then it was translated into Spanish by the researcher. In this case, a back-
translation was not necessary to be undertaken, because the interview schedule was only 
used by the researcher as a protocol guide for both, the individual and group semi-
structured interviews. It was a flexible instrument in the sense that new questions could 
emerge during the conversation. 
An educational psychologist was asked to read the interview protocol and a 
discussion was held about the questions and themes and feedback was provided. With 
this information minor changes and adjustments were undertaken. The interview protocol 
was used as a schedule to guide the semi-structured interview. Each group and individual 
interview was audiotaped and fully transcribed by the researcher. These transcripts were 
used to identify recurring themes in the data so that meaningful categories were able to be 
extracted (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The quotes used for illustrating the extracted themes 
were translated from Spanish to English. 
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Analysis 
Content analysis 
In qualitative research, the analysis of the data, consists of organizing and preparing 
the data for the analysis so that the data are reduced into themes by a coding process and 
that enables the codes to be condensed so they can be represented in concept trees, 
tables or others representations (Creswell, 2007). The central aim of content analysis is “to 
provide knowledge and understanding of the phenomenon under study” (Downe-
Wamboldt, 1992, p. 314). 
 In this study, for the interpretation of the content of the responses of teachers, a 
research method of qualitative direct content analysis was carried out. This involved a 
systematic process of identifying and coding themes or patterns. Thematic content 
analysis could be easily confused with grounded theory method (GTM), because they 
share a similar initial analytical approach but GTM goes beyond content analysis, because 
it develops a theory of the lived experience (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), and this was not the 
aim of the first study of the thesis. The results of a typical content analysis is at most a 
concept development or model building, but it do not develop a new theory 
(Lindkvist,1981). 
The content analysis then, used a direct approach that is more structured than a 
conventional one (Hickey & Kipping, 1996). It used an existing theory, and with this guide 
there were key concepts that provided initial coding categories (Potter & Levine-
Donnerstein, 1999). A deductive analysis of the transcribed interviews was undertaken 
where the data were organized according to an existing framework. This is known as 
concepts-driven coding (Flick, 2007) and refers to a particular way of conducting the 
content analysis. It involves a deductive way of approaching the data where the 
information is organized according to a previous existing framework, that for this study is 
the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 2005), and other themes present in the 
literature regarding CL. TPB provided the three main constructs of Attitude towards the 
Behaviour, Subjective Norm, and Perceived Behavioural Control, which were used to 
organize the participants’ responses. The themes present in the literature regarding CL 
were described in the instrument section of this chapter. With these themes, hierarchical 
category trees were constructed as a way of organizing the information (Morse & Field, 
1995). 
 48 
Process 
The analytic process refers to the identification and discoveries of concepts and 
categories in the data. It enables relationships between them and interpretations of the 
phenomenon to be made (Lichtman, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 2008).   
In the first stage, all the audiotaped interviews (group and individual) were 
transcribed so the data could be analysed. The written material was read and reread to 
identify patterns and themes that emerged that gave meaning to the data, as 
recommended by Freebody (2003) and Gay et al., (2009). This process involves 
organizing, categorizing, synthesizing, analysing and writing about the data (Patton, 2002). 
The process followed involved: 
1. First a transcription of the interviews (individual and group) was done. The text was 
separated into numbered paragraphs (see Appendix B). 
2. Each paragraph was analysed to answer the question: What is the main idea of this 
paragraph or sentence? A concept or code was given and written in the margin of 
the text with the number of the interview and the paragraph; so the quote could be 
retrieved as recommended by Strauss and Corbin (2008) (see Appendix B). 
3. In the writing of the results, beside each quote (taken from the interview data) a 
notation was written in brackets: Roman numbers identified the interview or the 
focus group where the quote was retrieved  (I, II, III, IV, etc.); and in Latin numbers 
the corresponding paragraph (1, 2, 3, 4, etc.) then if it was a quote from a teacher 
from a private school it was shown as “Pr” and if it was from a Public one as “Pu”. An 
example, would be: (II.3_Pr) which means that the quote was taken from the second 
interview (II) and the third paragraph of the transcription (3) of a teacher from a 
private school (Pr) (see Appendix B). 
4. This iterative process continued until all the interviews were coded as suggested by 
Lichtman (2006) (see Appendix C).  
5. The information was organized in an hierarchical category tree, with three levels of 
specification (nodes). In this way it is not linear but hierarchical (similar to small 
branches that extend out from bigger ones on the trunk of a tree) in 3 levels: 1. 
Themes; 2. Categories; 3. Subcategories (see Appendix C). This process was 
undertaken for each interview, individual and group, so nine trees were constructed. 
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6. A public school concept tree was made by merging all the trees from each interview 
(individual and group) of the teachers from public schools (Appendix C). The same 
process was followed with the private school teachers’ interviews.  
7. The final step involved describing and analysing the content, following the categories 
identified in the data. Quotes were retrieved from the interviews for supporting the 
description and analysis carried out.  
All the responses to the interviews were in Spanish. The researcher is a native 
Spanish speaker and the data were analysed using the original transcripts. The data 
presented in this thesis to support interpretations have been translated into English by the 
researcher. Another English-Spanish speaker and researcher in education checked the 
translated quotes and made corrections when appropriate to ensure that the translations 
were correct. The quotations used are not literal translations, but care has been taken to 
ensure that the essence of the respondents’ comments was faithfully represented. 
Results 
The information that was elicited from the interviews was thematically organized. In 
the first instance, teachers were asked how they “defined CL”. This was necessary, firstly, 
to ensure that there was a common understanding of CL and secondly, to identify if there 
were differences between the teachers’ understandings and the literature on the topic. 
After arriving at a similar definition and understanding of CL with the interviewees, the 
interview continued with the other themes present in the schedule (Appendix A). 
Teachers’ Understanding of Cooperative Learning 
Definition of Cooperative Learning 
When teachers were asked about their definition of CL, the descriptions were very 
similar between public and private school teachers. However, teachers from private 
schools listed a few more characteristics in the definition than the public school teachers 
but they did not express marked differences in their understanding of CL. The following 
are some comments the teachers made regarding what they understood by CL:  
Both teachers from public and private schools indicated that CL involved achieving a 
common task or goal.  
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I would not know to find something to specific, but when someone talk about 
something cooperative, I think in several children doing something towards 
the same objective (IV. 11_pu). 
Achieve common goals (III.2_pu). 
Cooperative work is about all the children joined in a common goal (IX.6_Pr). 
Additionally, they included the idea of been conscious of their peers, helping each other.  
The starting point is the awareness of others (I.11_Pr). 
Collaboration… if they help they learn from others (VII.4_Pu). 
Cooperative learning, through working together allow others to do, actively 
helping other children to learn, with the intention of talking and by learning 
themselves (I.5_Pr). 
When we work in group, they work very good, because they give help to 
each other, I teach them to not give the answer to their peer, but help in 
saying what the activity is about (I.3_Pu). 
Teachers mentioned that CL is not only circumscribed to the classroom:  
Not only in the classroom, but in any other parts of the school, it can be each 
time they sit together in the dining room (I.15_Pr). 
… I notice CL in the playground (II.3_Pr). 
I think that when they work in groups, they would work for the same, I see 
the help between each other, from their peers… in the specific activity, we 
can give the connotation that we want to give, and sometimes this activities 
are in the playground, I can see cooperation going on there (VII.3). 
Teachers describe CL as group work or teamwork in which students have an individual 
role:  
The cooperative work is in groups, then everybody has to do something 
(IV.11_Pr). 
Furthermore, they also indicated that CL goes further than just sitting together: 
It is something natural that they are sitting at the same table, but that does 
not imply necessarily that there is CL, because they are working individually 
(II.51_Pr). 
However, some teachers commented that they had never heard of the concept of CL: 
I had never heard about the term of CL, teamwork I have heard though 
(IX.67_Pr). 
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Differences between Cooperative Learning and group work 
The majority of the teachers said that there is a difference between CL and group 
work. In general the difference they identified is that in CL there is more attributes related 
to the quality of a cooperative work than in group work.  
They explained that Group work could be just put children together physically, while 
CL is more than that. They emphasized the difference is in the type of interaction between 
students. In CL there is a necessity for children to interact, to build a sense of solidarity as 
they help each other in their learning. While in group work they believe this kind of 
interaction is not essential as children can just do their individual part and then put it all 
together: 
CL goes beyond group work, and they can work in couples cooperatively, not 
necessarily in groups (III.32_Pu).  
CL is more than just sitting together, and sometimes in group work they just 
do a part and then put it together (III.28_Pu).  
I think that in group work they do not necessarily help each other, but each 
does his/her part so they can achieve a common goal, but there is not so 
much interaction… In group work it is not necessary to interact with the 
other, but in the cooperative work you need the other to accomplish 
something (VI.5_Pr). 
Furthermore, they commented that group work does not imply cooperation, and 
organization, but in CL both are necessary, they organize in giving each of the members a 
role. 
Yes, group work does not necessarily imply cooperation. Cooperation 
involves an intention, teamwork. But I don’t know if they are organized, in 
cooperative work each member of the group has a responsibility and a role 
(II.6_Pr). 
Nevertheless, some of the teachers from the public schools said that there is not a 
big difference between CL and group work:  
I don’t know if there is too much difference, CL is also work in a group, so 
everybody has to do something, the important thing is that the children know 
how to get organized, so it is not chaos, that there is some order (IV.1_Pu). 
… I believe that in the group they are going to work for the same goal. The 
difference is very little, in both I see students helping each other… 
(VII.3_Pu). 
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Teachers’ attitude towards CL 
Advantages 
When teachers from private and public school were asked about the advantages of 
using CL, all reported that there were more advantages than disadvantages. In general, 
these are related to the development of values, personal skills and social skills. Some of 
the things they commented on are exemplified as follow:  
Teachers believed students can learn tolerance when they experiences teaching 
based on CL approaches: 
Possibly working with everybody in the class teach them to be more tolerant, 
mix them with any classmate, at the beginning they think ‘Oh! Boring’, but 
finally they accept the other (II.31_Pr). 
… they learn about relationships without discrimination … one advantage is 
the social part and the learning result (VIII.15_Pu).  
Other characteristics they commented on were that students develop solidarity, and help 
each other, learning to guide their peers scaffolding for new learning: 
They work well together because they help each other. I tell them, do not 
give the answer to your partner (IV.3_Pu).  
Teachers stressed the importance of CL at an early age, because learning to cooperate at 
an early age, would be useful for life: 
We have to give the value of cooperation at any age, and if you don’t teach 
them at this age, to help their peer that can have difficulties, then when they 
are older they are not going to do it either. Is learning for life (V.22_Pu). 
Is an advantage to teach students at this age to do CL, because then when 
they get to primary school, they can have a base of what it means working in 
groups (IV.28_Pu). 
Teachers saw value in peer learning; they said students were sometimes able to better 
understand explanations from peers than from the teacher: 
… the peer who is working with the other uses the same words. Sometimes 
we, the adults, use concepts that are not at the same level of the children, 
but they use the same language… (VIII.15_Pu). 
The teachers also listed a range of positive personal outcomes they attributed to CL. 
These included the loss of shyness and reinforcement of their personality, among others:  
The children who are shyer, they dare to talk and to do things (III.14_Pu).  
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… in groups they behave differently than they do when they work 
individually. In groups they relax more, because they feel supported by 
others (V.47_Pu).  
The other thing the children do is that they reinforce who they are as a 
person … group work makes them communicate and the child can also 
make friends (III.3_Pu). 
They stated that the students have more effective learning and that the group self-
regulates: 
… the group demand to the one that doesn’t do anything, they say to the 
teacher that he is not doing the homework, and ask him to move in some 
way (IV.30_Pu).  
Some students at the beginning rest in the other, but that is when they start 
with CL work, then they are getting to know each other, but when they see 
that one peer don’t work the first time, and then the second, then little by little 
they are going to ask the other to do it and they have to participate and 
integrate to the group (IV.2_Pu) 
They described the learning of skills for organization, and individual accountability 
 They acquire skills to get organized, to delegate work. This, I think is 
important, because each of them assume the responsibility they did agree 
and then they have to carry it out (IV.27_Pu). 
Also they suggested that CL creates meaningful learning environments 
Learning could be more meaningful. I remember an activity that I did like, 
that I said oh! Is working, and it was one related to healthy life, about 
sleeping the amount of hours needed, etc. It make sense to them, they talk a 
lot between them (IV.38_Pu). 
Additionally teachers from the private school observed that natural leaders emerge 
from CL work:  
There is always one that is in charge of the discussion, natural leaders 
emerge. One that knows more in one area, for example one knows about the 
universe, but then we change to an English activity and there is other that 
understand quite good what we are talking, so it appears different leaders 
(I.52_Pr). 
Disadvantages 
Even though there were many advantages identified by the teachers in using CL 
inside the classroom, they also named some disadvantages, related to their own load of 
work, and control inside the classroom: 
Some teachers felt that CL involved more time in their planning of the classes, and is 
more work, because they are not used to it: 
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… more time for us as a teacher to plan the activities for the class (I.60_Pr). 
Is not easy work, it is not something that necessarily the teachers like, 
because here in Chile, we still have a traditional education with the teacher in 
front of the class … (IX.26_Pr). 
Is much more work for the adults that are in charge (IV.29_Pu). 
Teachers from public and private school commented that the risk is that one child in 
the group will not work.  
I would love to do group work, it has lot of good things, but it also has lot of 
bad things. In any group, of adults, doctors, or whoever, there is always one 
member that do not work, that had not done anything. When you do group 
work with children there is always one that do nothing and that have the 
same mark than the others (III.8_Pu). 
Maybe is because of the amount of students, but when there are too many, 
there is always one that get lost in the group. Also, other thing we have 
observed, is that some of them start playing and induce the others not to 
finish the work (V.42_Pu). 
That there is always one child who does not work (II.34_Pr).  
In addition, most of the teachers identified the noise and mess in the classroom as 
one important disadvantage:  
… One disadvantage could be the noise that occur when they work in groups 
(II.38_Pr). 
There could be disorder and conflicts between them (IX.26_Pr).  
If there are too many students by group, it could be a disadvantage, because 
it can be a mess … (IV.32_Pu). 
Some teachers believed that with group work, students develop social skills and 
values aspects, and omit the cognitive skills. They believe that with individual work, 
students develop the academic part more than in CL. Also they believe that with individual 
work they save time, they believe that with group work they use too much time in getting 
organized that this time could be used learning academic content: 
… the difference in working individually or in group work is that group work is 
more about personal development. I do more individual work, so maybe my 
students will have a little bit more intelligence skills, because the time that 
other teachers use to form the groups, move the chairs, etc. … my students 
use it to go straight forward to do exercises (III.57_Pu). 
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Teachers’ experience of CL 
Teachers were asked about their experience in using CL, if they normally use it, and 
how. The role of the teacher appears as something important in their experience of 
implementing their CL work. Teachers were asked to give some examples of the strategies 
they use to implement CL, including their group formation, among others. Also they gave 
some examples of CL activities and talked about how often they used CL, so a better 
understanding of their experiences could be achieved. 
Role of the teacher 
Teachers commented that their role in CL is to be a guide and monitor who helps in 
the learning process of the child:  
… you have to be supervising, even though sometimes you leave them 
alone, when I go walking around I am looking at what they are doing, the 
teacher is involved in the process with the children… I’m asking around why 
kids are doing the work in that way … if you see they are lost, you as a 
teacher have to guide them… I am never sitting in front waiting for them to 
bring me the results, the children talk between them and you look at how 
they go through the process (I.35_Pr). 
Teachers believe that CL activities are demanding, they have to be very close to the 
student in their process of learning, and this would imply more work for them:  
It is more, and very difficult work, you have to be all the time near the child… 
(V.23_Pu).  
Teachers commented that their role is to teach cooperation; it is not a spontaneous 
process:  
The teacher’s role is to teach how to work together and to give students tools 
to know how to improve when they are working together… (I.33_Pr). 
A teacher from a private school commented that she couldn’t change her role to that 
of a facilitator. She preferred to be in front of the class and keep control:  
… Sadly I am the principal actor in the class; students are protagonists of 
their learning … but I always have the control… (IX.32_Pr). 
Strategies used for implementing CL 
When the teachers were asked about the strategies they used for implementing CL 
inside their classroom, they mentioned a range of strategies across different aspects of the 
teaching process: types of instructions, the environment they needed to create, and the 
importance of teaching CL skills. 
 56 
Types of instructions. They describe that they need to structure the activity, and 
give clear rules and roles to the students: 
… It has to be structured in the right way, so the children know what they 
have to do (I.58_Pr). 
… When we make them work in groups, the group has rules, they have to 
achieve a goal and everybody has to participate (III.22_Pu). 
They can work in Art, in collage, in science, where each of them assumes a 
role, so every student is important to achieve a goal, the contribution of each 
student is important (VII.13_Pu).  
We always show what the goal of the activity is, give a structure, say what 
activities we are going to do and the roles that each of them are going to 
have, so we can achieve it (VII.14_Pu). 
Teach skills to cooperate. They believe they taught the students to give support to 
their classmates, guiding and scaffolding their learning: 
We have to encourage the children so they can give support to their peers, 
but they don’t have to do the work of the others, because at the end, 
everybody has to learn (IV.7_Pu). 
The teacher’s role is to teach how to work together, and to give tools to know 
how to improve when they are working together. I certainly reinforce what is 
considered a good talking partner, an effective team, or pair or group … I ask 
them to share tips about what it is a good cooperative partner (I.33_Pr) 
One aspect that was reported by teachers from private schools that was not present 
in the responses of the public school teachers is that they had to model skills for doing CL: 
I had a bad experience because I had a colleague that was not good energy 
so we did not give good example to the children. When you are happy and 
divide roles with your colleague inside the classroom it affects the children 
and it flows, they see a model to cooperate (II.72_Pr) 
Teachers highlighted the importance of focusing on the process, for learning the 
cooperative skills:  
To think about the process of CL, I think it is more important than the 
outcome, the outcome is important of course, but just as important is 
learning the cooperation skills they are developing (I.34_Pr). 
Class Environment. Another important strategy they commented on was to create a 
trustful environment so children could feel safe to talk:  
Everything we do is step-by-step, so we can develop trust in the child and 
they can talk, there is an affective part in which the children has to acquire 
the value that nobody is going to laugh at others, nobody is going to do 
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bullying, that we are all friends, we all share, what we know is very important 
for the rest of the group …  (V.11_Pu).  
Group formation. Another strategy for doing CL is how the teachers form the 
groups. Teachers of this study arrange groups in different ways; there is not a pattern 
common to all the teachers. Some teachers choose the students for each group, but 
knowing they get along well; others arranged groups in a heterogeneous way; and others 
by friendship; a few teachers from private schools preferred to arrange students by 
abilities. 
I’ll try to get them with someone that they want to be with, someone that they 
do not have a problem with. I choose them, I say he is going to work with 
him, I try to teach them that they need to learn to work with everyone 
(I.23_Pr). 
… I prefer them to work with everyone, not only with their friends, not the low 
ability kid with the low ability ones. I don’t want someone to be teaching 
another, I want them to share (I.22_Pr).  
I designate each child to a group and I’ll try as much as possible to put them 
with their best friend, but there are times you cannot do it. In general you try 
to leave them with their friends … especially the shyer children … with 
someone that you know they can get more confident. The ones that are 
always friendly, they will talk with anyone that you put beside them 
(III.47_Pu). 
Only teachers from public education reported that they created groups where the 
students choose with whom to work, but also heterogeneous in terms of academic 
abilities: 
There is some intervention from me when I made the groups, but finally the 
students sit where they want to (VII.53_Pu). 
… there are moments where they choose whom to work with, but there are 
other moments where I form the group in the way that the children that have 
more difficulties could be assisted by more capable children, academically 
speaking (VIII.5). 
We have three groups, always three groups, three activities with three 
different levels for every lesson; I give different activities to low, middle and 
high ability children (I.27_Pr). 
As a teacher, we support the weaker group, because it is the one that needs 
more (I.30_Pr). 
Every lesson we have three groups, always three groups, three activities with 
three different levels for every lesson, you have an activity that you give to 
low ability children, middle and high ability (I.27_Pr). 
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On the other hand, there were other teachers who preferred to use randomly 
selected groupings:  
I choose them using a pair of cards; in a random way they get together 
(I.21_Pr).  
Group composition. The group composition is also a strategy for creating CL. When 
teachers were asked how they normally decided the number of students per group, private 
and public school teachers stated that the students usually worked in pairs; however, in 
some cases (in public schools), this is because the number of students in the class was so 
large that it was difficult to keep track of all of them:  
For me it would be very difficult to see eleven groups of four children. That 
the 44 students would be participating, checking that each of them works, 
and that each of them does what they have to do. For me definitively it is 
easier working in pairs…  (III.11_Pu).   
Some teachers in private schools used groups of no more than four or five students: 
… we do not do groups of more than five, because they are too young, they 
become disorderly if they are in larger groups…(IX.9_Pr).  
In the public schools, the groups were generally composed of five children or more, 
because there are large numbers of children in the classes, especially in second year:  
… They (students) work in groups of six … even though most of the activities 
are individual… (IV.6_Pu).  
the best thing to do is compose the groups by 4 children, but because the 
classroom is very small, I arrange them by 6 students each group, and 
organize the tables in a way of using the space in a better way (III.21_pu). 
Other teachers stated that they always had students sitting in groups:  
 … in kinder, sitting in groups is natural, they are sitting in group tables …  
there is not necessarily cooperation but they are in a group (II.48_Pr).  
Cooperative Learning activities in their classrooms 
Teachers were asked about how often they used CL or group work activities in their 
classroom. There were few differences between teachers from different types of school in 
their responses to this question. In addition they were asked to give some examples of CL 
activities, so this would permit to have a better idea of what they believe it is CL. 
Percentage of use of CL activities. In private schools they describe they use the 
same percentage of group and individual work. In public school, different teachers 
reported different percentage of CL use.
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The percentages of group and individual work, is almost 50% and 50%. I like 
the group work a lot, even though some colleagues say that is noisier and 
that is why they do not like it.  I like working with small groups a lot. I do not 
mind that they are making too much noise, because they are all involved and 
I can work with them in their groups… (VI.14_Pr).  
More than 60%, 75% of the work is in groups (VII.16_Pu)  
60% individual and 40% group (IV.25_Pu). 
Examples of CL activities. When teachers were asked to name and describe some 
examples of CL activities that they did, they named some related with arts and music such 
as drama and dancing, these activities were example of CL, as they involved 
communication and organization between students: 
For me it works with Drama, there they have to choose their character, talk 
about who is going to be each, everybody has a role, they have to choose 
and talk about their problems, they go in front and they do it very well, they 
are all involved (II.58_Pr); 
We do some dancing, and among them they do the sketch, everybody 
works, it is very rare that some of the students do not work … they work 
collaboratively when they present an artistic presentations (III.36_Pu). 
Teachers from private and public schools identified peer work and peer assessment 
as an example of CL activity: 
… we can be in the middle of the lesson and we ask the children to have a 
chat with their buddy about what they think … they turn around and they start 
chatting with the buddy, we do that a lot (I.19_Pr). 
… they do group dissertations, for example we have three types of 
indicators, and then the children say if they achieved the goal or not 
(V.49_Pu). 
There might be very clear criteria, and then at the end of the project, the 
children assess someone else’s work, and that is part of CL also (I.101_Pr).  
Another example that was identified as a CL activity was having students building 
something in common; also just sharing material. They do not describe special 
characteristics in this sharing or building together: 
They are in groups of 4 or 5 and each one has to cooperate in building 
something in common (IX.12_Pr); I gave them a paper that they have to 
share; this paper is for the entire group… (III.5_Pu).  
But sometimes teachers reported that even though they asked the children to build 
something together, they actually worked on the task individually: 
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… once I’ll try with some materials that nobody uses in their houses, they 
have to create just one figure… but sometimes each of them create their 
own (V.20_Pu). 
In a private school, a teacher described a more structured CL activity where he 
assigned roles in a structured way so he could assure individual accountability: 
The idea is that each child in the group has a hat color associated to a role 
and a responsibility. In this way the child is not going to avoid working 
(I.84_Pr).  
Buddy reading was another activity named by the teachers as a CL activity; they 
encourage the older child to scaffold the younger one, for learning to read, and this has 
benefit for both students, in a public school they do this activity but the teacher said not all 
the students understand, and they worked alone: 
Another way of doing CL is buddy reading between different levels. Younger 
children will read with older children, and vice versa, it benefits both…  
(I.76_Pr); 
I start giving some guides, each of them starts reading the instructions to 
their classmates, each of them starts working alone, some of them did not 
understand … until I said their classmates were giving the answer (IV.5_ Pu).  
Some teachers gave examples of CL activities where they include parents in a way 
they can cooperate with their child learning: 
We have done research work with parents, they can support us with the work 
inside the class, they are like teachers and they teach their children, we just 
guide them (V.3_Pu). 
Additionally, another teacher from a private school described, as an example of a CL 
activity, that she formed different groups with activities at different stations, this permits the 
teacher know how each individual student works:  
In kinder, everything works with rotation. They have four different activities at 
four different tables. You are at one of the tables and then they start rotating, 
so when they get to your table, you see how each of them can work 
(I.42_Pr). 
Experiences between students while engaging in CL 
Positive 
When the teachers were asked what they have observed in terms of students’ 
reactions to working together, in general they commented that all the students liked it, they 
like the process of cooperation, they talk more with their peers than to the teacher: 
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They like to interact, to know the opinion of the one who is in front; they like 
to help, to cooperate with the one who is talking (VI.17_Pr).  
… There are children who are shy, but with their group they talk … they can 
tell everything to the group, but if I go to ask something, they just say no or 
yes (IV.39_Pu). 
They described students as self-regulating, and that they taught to each other:  
All the group stays working, so then the same children control the whole 
group (III.23_Pu). 
Because they create the group they choose whom to work with, it happens 
that the child who does not work, the other classmates leave him out…  they 
start seeking each other out … she works well so I will work with her …  
(VIII.5_Pu). 
In some way the idea of learning starts from them … they support each other 
… in general they have a common goal to achieve, but to get the 
conclusions, they have to get into agreement (I.50_Pr).  
A teacher commented that they develop more social understanding: 
… very beneficial for the group of students, because they go from being 
more egocentric to more social (VI.14). 
Problems 
Most of the teachers believed that it was very difficult for children to cooperate at this 
early stage of development, because they are egocentric, concrete and more dependent:  
At five years old it is still difficult to cooperate between them, it is a very 
egocentric period … (IX.22_Pr). 
At this age they start bullying each other, so it is hard work for us, all the time 
in every moment, we also have to be reinforcing the values (V.23_Pu). 
… but it is difficult with children of kindergarten, there has to be previous 
preparation that you have to do … you have to be very specific and concrete, 
and very methodical in the planning … (V.18_Pu). 
… in my school, from 2nd year on we use it a lot, but before that students are 
too dependent on the instruction of the teacher … (VI.6_Pr). 
Teachers also believe that children in the early childhood period are self-focused, 
and anxious, that they want immediate results, and is very difficult for them to get 
organized: 
…  it is difficult to work with them, they are very anxious, intolerant, they don’t 
respect their turns, it is very difficult for them, and they are very individualistic 
(IV.34_Pu).  
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Because at this age children want immediate results, so they may rely on 
their peer who knows what to do … (I.98_Pr). 
… for the children it is very difficult to distribute roles (VI.16_Pr).  
Moreover, teachers from public schools indicated that it depended on the type of 
child; or that some types of children working in groups may be more difficult, some are 
slower, other self-demanding, or more competitive: 
… there are children who are slower, the child that takes more time in doing 
things, that child is not well received by the others, because the peers feel 
that they have to finish soon… that child is more difficult to work with… 
(III.48_Pu). 
… there are children who are scared of doing things, and there are others 
who are more self-demanding (IV.23_Pu). 
There are children more selfish with the things they can give to the class, 
they are more competitive, children who lack the social skills to work with the 
others (VIII.38_Pu). 
Using CL to promote inclusion of children. When teachers were asked about CL 
for including students with special needs, they believed there are not many good 
educational programs to enable this to happen. In private education there is not much 
inclusion of children, in public schools they commented that it is compulsory to include 
students with special needs, but inclusion does not work well. 
 Some teachers believe is very difficult to practice inclusion, while this teacher 
believed it was not good for the group:  
For me the idea of inclusion is very difficult, I don’t believe in that. I 
personally think that is not useful, I believe that children with learning 
difficulties, with intellectual deficiencies for example, it harms the group 
dynamics (IX.59_Pr).  
In public education, the Ministry requires that certain children with special needs be 
included, but teachers reported that the schools are not necessarily prepared to receive 
them:  
It happened to me once that I had a student in a wheel chair. The 
environment was not prepared, for example, in the bathroom we had to hold 
her, because she was very thin. Finally, the mother had to take her out of the 
school, because the school was not prepared. This had happened a lot of 
times (IV.64_Pu).  
There were teachers who believed that children with special needs should work 
separately from regular students:  
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In the morning we do groups. There can be a group of 10, but the truth is 
that children with language problems work faster individually… (IV.3_Pu). 
On the other hand, some teachers use group work to include children with some 
problems; for example, a teacher from a public school commented:  
The mother of a deaf girl came to explain to the children why the girl was like 
this, why she has that problem… there began some ideas, some 
suggestions, some friends were always with the child, if one of them fought 
the other would take care of her, she defended herself… she was always 
welcome in the group, the girl was not shy (V.32_Pu). 
Subjective Norm regarding Cooperative Learning 
Subjective norm is about how others’ beliefs regarding a behaviour affects our own 
beliefs of that behaviour, which would affect finally our intention of doing it. In the case of 
this study the behaviour of teachers being examined was the use of CL in their classroom, 
so they were asked whom they believe would approve CL, and who would disapprove the 
use of CL. 
Approval 
When considering the question of “… is there any individual or group who would 
approve of you using CL in your classroom?” the teachers commented that, in general, 
everybody supports group work or CL and few people in the school would disapprove of it: 
In this school it is not rejected, on the contrary, it is encouraged a lot… 
because in CL the child is the initiator, and it improves their self-esteem 
(V.50_Pu).  
The teachers identified the pedagogical leader of the teachers (Técnica Pedagógica, 
[UTP]), as a person who promoted group work. Nevertheless, even though the 
pedagogical leader approved group work or CL, there were teachers who preferred not to 
use it: 
The UTP orders us to use group work but I prefer they work individually 
facing the teacher, if I do not do this, at the end of the class I have a 
headache every day, because of the effort I have to make to draw the 
attention of the children (III.51_Pu). 
Counsellors and colleagues also promoted and supported the use of CL,  
We discuss with the counsellor that the children feel better when they work 
together, they feel more comfortable (IV.40_Pu).  
My colleagues, my peers, they agree with all that favours the learning of the 
children, like group work (VII.45_Pu). 
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Disapproval 
Under the question of who would disapprove of the use of CL inside the classroom, 
the teachers reported that, in general, few people disapproved of CL.  However, if 
teachers were pressed to think of someone, they identified some of the parents who did 
not agree with CL.  
The parents sometimes prefer their child not to sit with some students... this 
happens a lot, because students can have problems in their suburbs or out 
of the school (VII.55_Pu).  
One teacher believed that when people are not supportive of the use of CL, it was 
because they did not really know what is about: 
The reason that people can disapprove of the use of CL is because the real 
strategy is misunderstood (V.52_Pu).  
School Environment 
Teachers were asked about the environment where they work, if they feel it is a 
cooperative environment, if they work with their colleagues, plan in a cooperative way, and 
if they work together to achieve common goals. The responses to all this questions are as 
follows: 
Educational climate 
There is not a unique belief about how teachers perceive their educational climate. 
There are different appreciations about the cooperation in their schools.  
Some teachers believe that, in general, their school was a cooperative environment: 
There is a lot of cooperation going on, everybody wants to contribute. We 
share what we think could be useful, at the start it was a little bit cold 
(II.76_Pr). 
I had been working with some groups over here, for me it has been a great 
help, now I can say thank you (to my other colleagues), with their 
cooperation this year has been so good (III.73_Pu).  
There is a very good environment, I have a lot of friends … they are all very 
cooperative. I also feel much supported (II.74_Pr).  
The environment is good, I feel that in the school there is good teamwork… 
we have good ideas, we work well, we have a clear goal (VII.58_Pu).  
Another teacher from a public school commented that, in her school, there was a 
mixture between cooperation and competition, which she believed was a good thing: 
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I do not disagree with the hierarchical systems, not all of us have the same 
consciousness or the same engagement. Sometimes it is necessary that a 
person tell you what to do. We all have the opportunity to discuss the topics, 
so I will say it is a mixture. When it is necessary to have the hierarchy it is 
there, but when we need our space, it is also there (VIII.45_Pu). 
On the other hand there were teachers who commented that the environment was 
very competitive and hierarchical: 
… we have to be always aware of the results, so that creates 
competitiveness (IV.68_Pu).  
Like all the schools is very hierarchical … but I don’t worry about that 
(I.67_Pr). 
It is very hierarchical, there is the lower prep and the upper prep. We have 
things in common, but the senior school is another world, we don’t have any 
instance where we can work cooperatively (II.79_Pr).  
Cooperative work between teachers. Teachers from public schools commented 
that they have very little time to work and plan together in a cooperative way, on the other 
hand teachers from private school believe they do have time for working together, but 
some of them prefer to work individually: 
The two of us, are all the afternoon here in school, but the only time we talk 
is in the car, when we go home, this is 5 minutes. We have different 
schedules, when she is in the playground, I am inside the classroom 
(IV.46_Pu). 
Always the teachers are going to say that the time we have is too little, 
because definitively it is one of the few jobs where you bring work to your 
house, and then we are working on Saturdays and Sundays (VIII.43_Pu).  
I have a lot of hours of planning, the idea is to be cooperative between us 
(teachers)… but I like to do things alone (VI.30_Pr). 
In public school teachers reported that they do not plan cooperatively, but they share 
material, they identify this as a way of cooperation, even though there are not the 
elements that are necessary to say is cooperation: 
We do not work in the planning in a cooperative way, but we share 
material… there is little time (III.72_Pu). 
If I found something I offer it… If I know something that can be useful to 
others I show it to them, we share a lot and we are cooperative … but the 
time definitely influences this (III.72_Pu). 
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The teachers from public schools reported that they received the plan of the classes 
for covering the curriculum from the educational authorities, which did not consider their 
school context, and then they have less freedom to use CL:  
We received the plan of the classes from the city council and they ask us to 
follow them strictly… we did not like it because it is not adapted to our 
situation, there are things that definitely are not adapted to our context 
(IV.70_Pu). 
Perceived Control towards Cooperative Learning 
The perceived behaviour control towards CL, refers to how in control teachers feel 
about using CL in their classroom. This is related with self-efficacy, if they feel they have 
the competence of doing CL, and if the school gives the facilities for this to happen. 
Overall, most of the teachers said they are interested in CL, but few of them had had 
training in it.  
Competence 
Most of the early childhood teachers felt that they did not have the competence to 
use CL with their students, and that it was difficult for them:  
I would like my class to work in groups, so that they had a leader … but I 
cannot do it, it does not work for me (III.10_Pu). 
For me it has been very difficult, in all these years of teaching service I am 
used to teaching in the traditional classroom… especially when I do a test I 
like to have them separated (III.11_Pu). 
I do not work in groups. When I do it, it is a disaster, my class is too noisy, 
and the students are too restless… (III.8_Pu). 
Training. Some teachers indicated that they felt they lacked knowledge about CL 
because they had no training in it, and did not feel comfortable using it as a result.  Most of 
these teachers were from public schools: 
A: Maybe there are things that we don’t know, new methodologies that could 
be applied, it is necessary to be training. Sometimes our work is just to be in 
the classroom and then go home; E: The thing that has happened is that 
there is not enough training … (IV.45_Pu). 
Other thing that play against, is that there was a time where they gave 
training to us in different topics, but there is already four years that we have 
not received anything, we have ask for it, for example for strategies for 
evaluation… but there is nothing, they say is too expensive (V.69_Pu). 
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What would help and reinforce our learning is if we use CL more, but in a 
good way, to know how to manage… you left me with the curiosity. There is 
a lack of professional development, training in CL and in innovation 
(VII.42_Pu). 
A few teachers felt they had the competence to use CL, and in these cases, they 
described taking the initiative for their own learning, they studied by themselves:  
I studied under this new paradigm, when the educational reform was starting 
(VIII.25_Pu). 
I feel prepared, because I read a lot, I am really interested in working with 
strategies like democratic communities (VIII, 34_Pu). 
A few private school teachers indicated having had training in CL, either through 
their schools or at the University:  
Some training 3 or 5 years ago… (I.86_Pr). 
I did learn it at the University, specially this group work, that each of them 
has a role (I.83_Pr). 
No I have not had training here in the school, the things that I know; I learned 
them at the University (VI.27_Pr). 
 I would like to handle better this, to have the tools to know how to be a 
better mediator of the students and take the best of each of them (IX.37_Pr). 
Difficulties 
When teachers were asked about the circumstances that make it difficult for them to 
use CL in their classrooms, teachers from the public schools named many more difficulties 
than private school teachers. It seems that in public education they perceived more 
impediments to them for using CL in their classrooms than in private schools. These 
impediments are related to physical issues such as space, materials, and number of 
students.  
Public school teachers reported that having a bigger classroom, and more adults 
inside the classroom, would facilitate the use of CL: 
It would facilitate the use of CL, if the classroom were bigger, and the tables 
were for four or five people (III.68_Pu). 
 With one adult inside the classroom is not enough, even two teachers is few, 
so good monitoring could be done… it would facilitate that there were more 
than two teachers, over 35 students, to go monitoring and answering 
questions (VII.28_Pu). 
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Additionally, they reported that materials could facilitate CL; however, in some cases 
they commented they have materials but they did not use them, because they do not have 
access to them: 
We would like to have more space, the right furniture, have all the materials 
in the classroom, but they are all stored, they are not in daily use (IV.59_Pu). 
One teacher from a private school also observed that she did not have new 
resources such as current technology:  
… We use few technological resources, and at least in the school I work in 
we still use the whiteboard and the books (IX.43_Pr). 
One other important issue in public schools was the number of students per class, 
they have too many students so this makes more difficult to do CL:  
For me would be very difficult to see that the 44 students are participating, in 
the 11 groups that I would have to form in my class, checking that everybody 
is working… for me is easier that they work in pairs (III.8_Pu). 
Now we have a good amount of students, 34, 36… before we had 44, and it 
was very difficult, now I have 25, 9 or 10 less it make the difference, now the 
quantity of children is ok (IV.59_Pu). 
… I have 40… and I have 43 … If you see a North American classroom it is 
another story, they are few students… In my case sometimes I cannot do 
groups of 4, but of 8 or 12 (III.18_Pu). 
This situation is not present in the private education system; none of the private 
school early childhood teachers said that the number of students in their classroom would 
be an obstacle.  Some teachers from private school did mention the reduced space they 
had: 
Sometimes you want to work in a kinesthetic way, although classrooms are 
probably bigger than other schools, for a private school I found it is a bit 
small, just feel that (I.88_Pr). 
I feel there are a lot of students inside of our classroom. We are not talking 
about any kind of school; we are talking about a really expensive school 
(I.89_Pr). 
Sometimes is difficult for me doing CL because my classroom is very small, 
they bump into each other, if they want to go and get something (VI.28_Pr). 
One of the circumstances that teachers from private and public schools identified as 
making it difficult to use CL inside the classroom was that they felt very pressured to 
achieve good academic results. They were evaluated by authorities, which asked for more 
individual work:  
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… the demands that we have are too many, we have to do the activities in 
other ways, they ask us that the children finish the year reading, it is more 
individual work … too much exercise book work (IV.51_Pu). 
… every day or once a week, they come inside the classroom to observe the 
children and me, and for them the discipline is very important. So I feel like I 
cannot do changes, like working in groups, because there is the risk of 
having disorder, and I am scare of being evaluated badly (IX.45_Pr). 
Discussion 
Teachers’ understanding and attitudes towards Cooperative Learning 
The main aspects of CL that were identified by the teachers included the need for 
interaction between the students; students work towards a common goal; and that each 
student has a role. This definition of CL articulated by the teachers was, in general, 
consistent with the literature (Chrislip & Larson, 1994; E. Cohen, 1994; Denise, 1999; 
Dillenbourg et al., 1996; Friend & Cook, 1996; Gillies, 2007; Johnson et al., 1990; Panitz, 
1997). Interestingly, some of the teachers identified CL as a way of interacting that goes 
beyond the classroom, and is independent of the teacher’s intervention. CL extended to 
other spaces such as the playground or the dining room. There is some evidence that if 
CL is well implemented inside the classroom, some skills that are learned, such as 
discussion and negotiation of problem resolution, can extend beyond the classroom and 
be used by the students in other spaces (Dawes & Sams, 2004). 
Some of the teachers identified some differences between group work and CL. They 
indicated that group work could be just sitting together, but CL is more than that, and 
includes interaction, organization, and children having specific roles (Baines, Blatchford, & 
Kutnick, 2008). However, there were some teachers from public schools who saw no 
difference; they believed that group work and CL are the same. There were also some 
teachers who had never heard the term of CL; they had only heard about team or group 
work.  
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Figure 4.2. Teachers’ Understanding of CL and their attitudes towards it 
In general, teachers in this study showed a positive attitude towards CL. Their 
personal evaluations tended to identify more advantages than disadvantages towards the 
use of CL inside the classroom (see Figure 4.2). As advantages, they reported the 
learning of values, personal and social skills, self-regulation and motivation towards 
learning, as is described also in the literature (Jordan & Métais, 2006; Kutnick, 1995). 
Teachers in this study identified value in children using their own words to teach each 
other, as students were sometimes able to understand explanations better from peers than 
when the teacher provided the explanation; this is also supported by the literature (e.g., 
Webb & Mastergeorge, 2010). 
Lumpe, Czerniak and Haney (1998) undertook a study where they investigated 
science teachers’ beliefs about CL in Ohio; teachers were from K-12. Responses in that 
study were similar to those of the Chilean teachers who contributed to the present study, 
but not identical. Some advantages that science teachers identified in the study, that 
Chilean early childhood teachers did not, were the development of cognitive skills, as well 
as problem solving techniques and the production of more ideas, this could also be 
because in this study, as distinct from the Lumpe et al. (1998) study, only early childhood 
teachers participated, and they have the belief that it would be more difficult for young 
students to cooperate and develop these cognitive skills.  
Teachers in this study also identified some disadvantages associated with CL: they 
believed CL involves more time and more work for them (teachers); the work between 
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students in the group might not be distributed equally (e.g., one child may not work at all). 
They believed it is more difficult to manage the class and that there is more noise and 
disorder in lessons. In general, not only in Chile but also in other countries, teachers are 
afraid of noise during CL activities (Hovhannisyan & Sahlberg, 2010). They state that 
noise affects learning and concentration (Jordan & Métais, 1997; Survey, 2009; Veenman, 
Kenter, & Post, 1999).  
However, there are strategies to reduce noise in the classroom when the students 
are working in groups, such as increasing the proximity of pupils, ensuring groups of no 
more than four students, and planning ways of structuring the task (Baines, Blatchford, & 
Chowne, 2007; Baines et al., 2008). It is interesting that teachers have the belief that CL is 
a pedagogical strategy to develop personal skills, but for developing cognitive and 
academic skills, some teacher said that it is better when students work individually just 
completing exercises.  
Teacher and Student Experience with CL 
Teachers described their role in CL as that of guide and mediator. There were some 
teachers, however, who believed this role of guiding and mediating to be very difficult for 
them and they preferred to be in front of the class having control of it.  The literature shows 
that when early childhood teachers assume the active role of providing a supportive 
environment, modeling skills for collaboration, and establishing positive relationships with 
and between their young students, they can produce effective collaborative interactions 
(Battistich & Watson, 2003).  With respect to the formation of the group, private school 
teachers commented that they organized groups of four or five students and in public 
schools in general the groups were of five or more, because they have so many students 
in their class. Research shows that the optimal group size is three or four students, so all 
the students can participate (Gillies, 2003; Lou et al., 1996).  
Teachers used different strategies to form the groups: some arranged heterogeneous 
groups; others preferred to create groups in a random way. Some teachers believed the 
best way is to organize groups by ability; others teachers believe that groups based on 
friendship are the most effective ones. Only one teacher from a public school preferred to 
let students choose with whom to work.  
Some research shows that mixed ability pairs and groups obtained better learning 
results than those in homogeneous groups (Haney & Czerniak, 1996; Johnson & Johnson, 
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1999). Lou et al. (1996) reported that the composition of the group has a different impact 
depending on the kind of student. Low ability students learned more in heterogeneous 
groups, medium ability students had better results in homogeneous groups and high ability 
children had the same results in either type of groups. In contrast Chauvet and Blatchford 
(1993) reported that forming groups of students based on friendship will produce better 
results in comparison with ability or random group composition. One issue that did not 
appear in teachers’ beliefs in this study is the gender composition of the group. Research 
demonstrates that gender balance is a good way of forming groups (E. Cohen, 1994). 
Webb (1991) found that when there are more boys than girls, the boys tended to ignore 
the girls, and when there are more girls than boys, the girls spent more time involving the 
boy in their interactions to the detriment of their own learning. When there was balance in 
gender in small groups, boys and girls interact in an equal way and can have better 
outcomes (Kutnick, Blatchford, & Baines, 2002).  
Regarding strategies for CL, teachers listed the use of positive reinforcement for 
students in their learning process, and they believed in the importance of creating a trustful 
environment where students feel supported. They also mentioned teaching the students to 
give support to their peers and setting up the class in a way that facilitated CL. Only one 
private school teacher talked about teaching and modeling CL to the students. Regarding 
the activities of CL the teachers reported several: Drama was seen as effective, the 
students of lower primary levels engaged in this kind of activity, for example with role-
playing. Teachers found it very helpful to use, and found that it helped students to 
understand CL skills in their group. Gillies (2003) found that teachers felt drama to be a 
useful way for children to learn CL skills. Additionally they named dancing, peer work; 
building something in common, buddy reading, and sharing materials. These are activities 
that could be considered as cooperative activities where children work together to support 
each other’s learning, but in their descriptions there is not enough evidence that shows 
they structure the activity in a way to assure the elements of CL be present. 
In general, teachers commented that all the children liked CL. However, teachers 
from public and private education believed it is very difficult for children of this early age to 
work cooperatively.  They believed the children are still too egocentric to be able to work 
cooperatively, especially students from kindergarten.  However, there was one teacher 
who valued CL as a way of helping students to go from being egocentric to more social.  
Consistent with this, Richard, Van der Plight and de Vries (1996) found that social 
interactions helped students to free themselves from their egocentrism and facilitated 
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cognitive skills. Battistich and Watson (2003) found that it is very difficult for elementary 
children of 6 years of age to cooperate even if they sat in groups. On the other hand, 
Vasileiadou (2009) found that children from three years of age could assume others’ 
perspectives, which is an important skill for cooperation. Baines et al., (2008) implemented 
a program for training teachers in how to implement CL and also train students in social 
skills, structure the classroom carefully and provide support. After a year of evaluation, the 
results showed students from primary school could have a successful CL experience, and 
progress in their learning. Also, the literature found significant improvements in 
mathematics achievements in students from kindergarten who participated in CL (Artut, 
2009).  
Research demonstrates that CL methods are increasingly used as a vehicle for 
inclusion of students with special needs in the regular school and classroom (Cahill & 
Mitra, 2008; Hobbs & Westling, 1998). These methods have enormous potential for 
enhancing the outcomes of learning with a diversity of students, including social 
acceptance and academic achievement of all students (Slavin, 1995). In Chile, the 
inclusion of children with special educational needs is not a common practice (Villalón et 
al., 2002). Teachers in this study did not use CL as a particular strategy for inclusion and 
some of them do not even believe inclusion to be a good thing, considering the 
characteristics of the schools and especially because there are no effective programs for 
inclusion. 
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Figure 4.3. Teachers and Students Experiences with CL 
As summarized in Figure 4.3, the description of the teachers’ use of CL shows a very 
precarious understanding and way of implementing it in the classroom. It can be identified 
as an embryonic use of CL, in terms that there is potential of working in a cooperative way, 
because some elements are present, but still they need to develop, and the environment 
should provide the conditions for this to happen. Teachers identified their role as a guide 
and mediator, that is one of the descriptions of the teacher’s role in a CL environment. The 
strategies that they used are still limited, they name positive reinforcement, trustful 
environment, teaching students to help each other, these strategies can be use for using 
CL, but still are not enough, showing a lack of strategies for producing CL. Among the 
activities they named are: peer work, dancing, drama, building things, sharing material, 
this activities does not demonstrate enough knowledge about the CL activities, are in a 
very precarious stage, they do not describe the best way to structure groups to produce 
cooperation between their students. The results indicate that teachers have a lack of 
information about the best processes to be used for formation and composition of groups.  
Groups are formed in a number of random ways:  by abilities, by friends, students forming 
their own groups, etc. In public school especially, they have groups of more than 5 or 6 
students, and the literature shows that the ideal number for having cooperation is no more 
than 4.  The size of the groups in this last point is mainly because they have too many 
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students in their classroom. Adding to this, the belief of teachers that early childhood 
students cannot cooperate contributes to their decisions not to employ CL in their 
classrooms. Because the activities are not well organized and structured, it is probable 
that cooperation does not occur, which will then strengthen the belief of the teachers that 
young students indeed cannot cooperate. 
Subjective Norm and School Environment 
 Others’ opinions about CL have an impact on teachers’ beliefs and intentions 
towards using CL in their classroom (Ghaith, 2010). Teachers commented that, in general, 
everybody in their school supported CL, in particular the pedagogical leader (UTP), the 
counsellor, and their colleagues. However, if they have to identify someone who would 
disapprove of CL, they mention parents, but only in specific situations. In the study 
described above regarding the study of beliefs of science teachers towards CL, conducted 
by Lumpe et al. (1998) teachers consistently identified the same groups who approved of 
the use of CL, but they also included others: students and professionals such as therapists 
or special educational teachers. However, in Chile, especially in public education, these 
professionals are not present in schools. 
 
Figure 4.4. School Environment and Subjective Norm 
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Some teachers from private and public schools described their school environment 
as a cooperative one; others as a mixture between cooperation and competition. However, 
there were teachers who felt their school was completely hierarchical and others who felt 
their school environment was competitive. As illustrated in Figure 4.4, in a continuum of 
cooperation in the environment, teachers from public schools describe less cooperation in 
their educational culture than the teachers from private schools. Teachers from public 
schools reported more problems in working cooperatively with their colleagues. The main 
reason given for this was the lack of time, as teachers felt overwhelmed with work. The 
important issue is that to do CL inside the classroom, it is not only necessary that teachers 
have the belief and intention of using it, but it also requires the engagement of the school 
and for all the players of the educational community really want change. The evaluations 
done of teachers and students was another variable that teachers believed made them 
focus on results and not on the process of learning, and also made a more competitive 
environment. Implementation of CL requires not only a cooperative environment within the 
classroom and through pedagogical practices, but also time and opportunity to plan and 
organize learning experiences, as well as a cooperative environment and structure within 
the school as a whole.  As Gillies (2003) revealed this could be something many schools 
are not willing to do in a systematic way. 
Perceived Control over use of CL 
 Even though almost all the teachers seemed to be aware of CL, showed interest and 
a positive attitude towards it, and believed that it was widely supported, they reported that 
they do not have the competencies to implement it. It seems that the teachers who used it 
did so in an instinctive and basic way. Few of them reported they had had any sort of 
training in CL. Others did some self-learning because they were motivated to use group 
work or CL.  It is well documented that students whose teachers have had training to 
implement CL have better learning results (Abrami, Chambers, Poulsen, & Spence, 1999; 
Gillies, 2004).  
When they were asked about the obstacles to using CL, teachers from public 
education reported more of them than those from private schools: size of the classroom 
(too small); tables that are not suitable for groups; lack of good furniture; the materials 
provided by the ministry of education were stored in cupboards so they were not available 
for use in the classroom. Teachers declare that the number of students per class in public 
schools is very high and there are too few teachers in the classroom. The private school 
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teachers reported none of these aspects. In a study conducted by Cardemil (2002) 
regarding the practice of teaching in Chilean Primary classes, it was found that in schools 
attended by poorer students, pedagogical practices were less stimulating and produced 
less knowledge, teachers assigned more sanctions, and conditions in the schools were 
more rudimentary.  
Additionally, teachers from private and public schools felt under great pressure from 
the authorities to produce good results.  They felt pressure from the internal evaluations of 
the schools, by the principals and municipal educational authorities. They also feel 
pressure from the Ministry of Education to produce good results on the national test 
SIMCE, so the school was well placed in the rankings. This occurred in an international 
context of standardized tests that focus on students’ performances in mathematics, 
language and science. In this context, teachers reported that it is difficult to use group 
work or CL because they believed it was slower for learning and that it is more difficult to 
keep discipline and control of the class. On top of all this, teachers also talked about their 
own experience of transmissive learning, where the teacher had the control of the class, 
and this is how they reproduce their teaching. All these factors contributed to low 
perceived control over CL. Teachers did not feel confident so they did what they could, 
implementing CL in a very basic way, being more similar to group work than effectively 
producing cooperation between the students.  
 
Figure 4.5. Perceived Control over using CL 
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In sum, as Figure 4.5 illustrates, teachers perceive they have low control over the 
use of CL. This is caused by four main factors: (1) They do not have training in CL (2) The 
resources inside the school, especially in public ones, do not facilitate the use of CL, they 
have few teachers inside the classroom, and too many students, on the other hand, they 
have small classrooms and furniture’s that are not adequate for fostering CL (3) They feel 
pressured by external and internal school evaluation; these assessments are focused on 
results, and especially in academic results, and teachers have the erroneous belief that CL 
makes it more difficult to achieve these outcomes, they believe that if they do individual 
work, they would save time and have better results. (4) Teachers describe that they have 
a transmissive learning experience, this means that when they were educated, their 
teachers used the traditional way of teaching, where the knowledge was transmitted to the 
student and not constructed between them and the teacher, as is the way CL works. 
Conclusion 
This qualitative study sought to elicit, identify, describe and analyse the beliefs, 
attitudes and experience of Chilean early childhood teachers towards the use of CL in their 
classrooms. The resulting data have provided a better understanding of the particular 
context of the teachers from two different types of education: private and public schools in 
Santiago, Chile. In general, across all of the themes investigated, the teachers from both 
types of schools gave similar responses and displayed similar understanding of CL. 
However, there were a few differences that will be described and discussed below within 
the general results. 
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Figure 4.6. Beliefs, attitudes and experience of early childhood teachers towards CL 
Figure 4.6 shows a summary of the beliefs, attitudes and experiences of teachers 
regarding the use of CL in their classrooms. In general, teachers showed positive attitudes 
towards using CL. They described more advantages than disadvantages of using this 
approach to teaching. The definition of CL they gave is similar to literature in general, but 
they also talked about group work in a similar way, so these two terms were used 
interchangeably. The advantages and outcomes described by them omit cognitive skills 
that can be developed with CL. On the contrary, the emphasis was on personal skills. The 
disadvantages they identified were related with the necessity of the teacher having control 
of the classroom, and they believed CL made them lose control in their classes.  On the 
other hand they described CL as a demanding activity for them and they believed it 
produces unequal work between the students. Furthermore, they did not believe that 
young students can cooperate, even though the students liked to work in that way. All 
these beliefs affected how they used CL. Their use can only be described as basic, as 
they did not know how to overcome the disadvantages, and they did not have good 
experiences to change their belief that young students cannot cooperate. 
When they did use CL activities, they believed they had a role of facilitating learning. 
When they structured the activity in the case of private schools, they could do it with an 
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adequate number of students per group, but in the public context, they had to work with 
larger groups, because the conditions were different and they had too many students per 
class. They used some few strategies that are described in the literature as useful to 
produce cooperation in the classroom, but in general they lack strategies or they use 
ineffective practice so students fail to cooperate, which then reinforces their views of 
young children’s inability to cooperate.  
The different realities of the private and public context also appeared when they 
talked about the environment in the school where they worked. In the private education 
context, they described that they felt supported and that it was a more cooperative 
environment, where they had spaces to plan together. In the public education context, 
however, teachers believed they did not have enough time, they felt they were always 
rushing, and that they had too much work. In this sense, on the continuum of cooperation 
from very little to a lot, public schools are positioned on the less cooperative end and 
private schools are nearer the positive sign (see Figure 4.6).  
In both contexts teachers felt the pressures of the assessment regimes and internal 
and external evaluations that arise from the national and international tests. All these 
variables produce a competitive educational culture centred on academic results. 
Teachers in this study believed that, in general, most of the educational agents approve 
and like CL, but if they have to name someone, they believed the parents did not always 
support this approach to learning, because of the concern that their children would be 
working with others whom they did not approve of as peers for their children.  
On the other hand, the teachers had a transmissive way of learning, based on their 
experiences in their own schools and universities or institution so they reproduced this way 
of learning. Added to this, public school teachers believed their school settings were not 
made to facilitate the use of CL as there are few resources for producing this and the 
materials that could be in the school were not included it in the curriculum. Human 
resources are also important and they believed there were not enough adults inside the 
classroom, especially for young children whom they believed need more attention. Also 
the high number of students and the setting of the classroom were obstacles for a fluid use 
of CL.  
In sum, they did not perceive themselves to have control of their use of CL. They did 
not feel capable of using CL effectively, but they reported that they would like to be trained 
in how to implement CL as they believed it to be a good way of learning. All the variables 
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described above make teachers to implement in a very embryonic way CL inside their 
classroom.  
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Chapter 5 
Study 2 
 
Exploring the Theory of Planned Behaviour 
regarding the use of Cooperative Learning 
The first aim of this second phase of the study was to gather data from a large 
sample of respondents in order to determine if the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) 
was appropriate to adequately illustrate the relationships between the beliefs, attitudes 
and intentions related to the use of Cooperative Learning (CL) held by early childhood 
teachers in Chile.  
A second aim was to understand whether the constructs of the theory (Attitudes, 
Subjective Norms and Behavioural Control) predict the behaviour of Chilean early 
childhood teachers with respect to using CL in their classrooms. So, this study sought to 
answer the second question of this thesis: 
Is the Theory of Planned Behaviour appropriate to adequately reflect the 
relationships between the beliefs, attitudes and intentions related to the use of CL 
held by early childhood teachers in Chile? 
• How well does the data of this study fits the Theory of Planned Behaviour and 
how is the relationship between its constructs, Intentions and Behaviour of the 
teachers to use CL learning in their classrooms. 
• Do the constructs of the theory (Attitudes, Subjective Norms and Behavioural 
Control) predict the behaviour of Chilean early childhood teachers with respect 
to using CL in their classrooms? 
To answer these aims, the first step was to develop a number of items that reflected 
the direct and indirect aspects of the TPB. This was undertaken following the steps 
recommended by Ajzen (2005). This will be described in Part 1 of this chapter. In the 
second stage of this study, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) were undertaken to determine how well the collected data fitted the TPB 
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and how the use of CL can be predicted from teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and intentions; 
this will be describe in Part 2 of the chapter. 
Part 1: Development of the Questionnaire 
The first section in this chapter describes the development of the questionnaire. Self-
report methods have some advantages but also limitations. The researcher can never be 
sure that individuals are expressing their real attitudes, interests, values or personalities, 
and, may have some behaviours of which they are unaware (Gay, et al., 2009). Another 
disadvantage is that questionnaires are rigid, so that respondents can only answer the 
questions that the researcher has asked, which may mean that constructs important to the 
respondents are overlooked (Stigler, Gonzales, Kawanaka, Knoll &  Serrano, 1999). 
 However, questionnaires are commonly used in educational research. One of the 
advantages is that they permit data to be gathered in a short time, and in a large-scale 
study such as the one reported here, that is something other methods are unable to do 
(Gay et al. 2009). Another advantage of questionnaires is that it is a straightforward task to 
transform the information that was gathered from the participants into a form that is ready 
for statistical analysis (Stigler, et al., 1999).  
 Questionnaires can provide useful information for understanding a phenomenon 
under study, if it is constructed with validity and reliability. Multiple studies have used the 
TPB framework to understand the beliefs of individuals that could predict their behaviours, 
for recovering the information most of them constructed and administered questionnaires. 
The responses to these questionnaires effectively predicted their behaviours. An example 
of this is a study carried out by Huchting, Lac, and LaBrie (2008), who applied the TPB to 
examine drinking patterns of a sorority. Two hundred and forty-seven sorority members 
responded to questionnaires measuring the constructs of the TPB, and after carrying out a 
structural equation modeling analysis, the intentions and behaviours could be predicted by 
this constructs. Studies like this are many, and include: "Measuring young people’s 
attitudes to breastfeeding using the Theory of Planned Behaviour" (Giles, Connor, 
McClenahan, Mallett, Stewart-Knox & Wright, 2007); "Teacher beliefs and intentions 
regarding the instruction of English grammar under national curriculum reforms: A Theory 
of Planned Behaviour perspective" (Underwood, 2012); "HIV Screening: Beliefs and 
Intentions of the Homeless" (Fogg & Mawn, 2010); "Children’s Beliefs Toward Cooperative 
Playing With Peers With Disabilities in Physical Education" (Block & Dillon, 2010); 
"Facebook Tells Me So: Applying the Theory of Planned Behavior to Understand Partner-
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Monitoring Behavior on Facebook" (Darvell, Walsh, & White, 2011), the list is long and 
from all the disciplines of study, so the questionnaire is already shown to be a useful 
instrument for understanding the beliefs, attitudes and intentions following a TPB 
framework. 
Several tasks were undertaken to develop a questionnaire that would be sufficiently 
robust for the purpose of collecting data and achieve the aims that were described in the 
previous section. The development of the initial questionnaire, based on the information 
from the interviews and focus groups and the model provided by Francis et al. (2004), is 
described first. In the description of this questionnaire the term ’proposed’ has been used 
to indicate that the questionnaire had not yet been confirmed in its final form.   
Construction of the Questionnaire 
The steps for this process were: 
1. Define the behaviour under study. In order to ensure that all respondents 
understood the term of CL, a definition was placed at the beginning of the 
questionnaire. This definition was based on the commonly accepted characteristics 
of CL as can be seen in the work of E. Cohen, (1994); Dillenbourg et al. (1996); 
Gillies (2007), Johnson et al. (1994), and Panitz (1997). This definition was as 
follows: CL is a pedagogical strategy that involves groups of two or more students 
working together, engaged in sharing decisions voluntarily in order to achieve a 
common goal. A definition of early childhood (EC) education was also placed at the 
beginning of the questionnaire as follows: Education provided to children before the 
age of eight years (National Association for the Education of Young Children, 2010). 
2. Construction of the items. Items for measuring both the direct and indirect 
constructs of the TPB were developed. Following the procedures/strategies 
suggested by Francis et al. (2004), an elicitation study was undertaken, and the 
content of the beliefs about CL that are shared by Chilean early childhood teachers 
were identified (see Study 1, Chapter 4). These provided the basis for the 
construction of the items for the indirect measures. For the direct measures, the 
constructions of the items were developed based on models provided by Francis et 
al. (2004) and Ajzen (2005). 
Thereby, with the information elicited from focus groups and interviews in Study 1, 
the items of the subscales for the indirect measures were constructed. The Indirect 
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Attitude towards the Behaviour (ABi) is composed of two components: Strength of 
Behavioural beliefs (Bb) and Outcome evaluations (Oe); Indirect Subjective Norm (SNi) 
comprises: Strength of normative beliefs (Snb) and Motivation to comply (Mc); Indirect 
Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCi) is composed of Strength of control beliefs (Scb) and 
the Control belief power to influence the behaviour (Cbp). Table 5.1 shows the structure of 
the indirect measures as well as the number of items per subscale. 
Table 5.1  
Number of Items per Subscales for Indirect Measurement 
 
Care was taken to include items that would need to be reverse scored in order to limit 
reflexive responding to the items. The scales for the direct measures of Behaviour (B) (2 
items); Behavioural Intentions (BI) (4 items); Attitude towards the Behaviour (ABd) (7 
items); Subjective Norm (SNd) (4 items) and Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCd) (5 
items), were constructed according to the standard technique described by Ajzen (2006). 
The final form of items for the direct measures used in the questionnaire are presented 
below in Table 5.2. A complete version of the questionnaire is available in Appendix D.  
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Table 5.2  
Items per Scale for Direct Measurement 
Scale direct 
measure 
Item 
number 
Item Range (1 to 7) 
1 How often have you used CL in your EC classroom in the last month? 
Never – Every Day Behaviour 
79 
Rate the extent to which cooperative 
learning is part of your CURRENT 
week classroom routine 
Never – Every Time 
11 I plan to use CL in my EC classroom the forthcoming month 
Not at All – A Great Deal 
28 I want to use CL in my EC classroom the forthcoming 15 days 
Not at All – A Great Deal 
38 I will try to use CL in my EC class in the forthcoming month 
Not at All- A Great Deal 
Behavioural 
Intentions 
49 I am not intending to use CL in my EC class in the forthcoming 15 days 
Definitively False – 
Definitively True 
2 To use CL inside my EC classroom is Unpleasant - Pleasant 
15 To use CL inside my EC classroom is Harmful - Beneficial 
20 To use CL inside my EC classroom is Bad - Good 
27 To use CL inside my EC classroom is Difficult - Easy 
32 My EC students like to work in CL groups 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
34 To use CL inside my EC classroom is Unenjoyable - Enjoyable 
Attitude towards 
the Behaviour 
51 To use CL inside my EC classroom is Worthless - Valuable 
4 Most people who are important to me use CL in their lessons. 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
24 People in my school expect me to use CL in my EC class 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
37 
People in my life whose opinions I 
value would approve of me using CL 
in my EC classroom 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
Subjective Norm 
48 
There are people who are important 
to me who think I should not use CL in 
my EC class 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
5 For me to use CL in my EC classroom in the forthcoming 15 days is 
Impossible - Possible 
10 
I do not have the knowledge that is 
needed to implement CL in my EC 
classroom 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
17 The decision to use CL in my EC classes is beyond my control 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
33 
It is mostly up to me whether or not I 
use CL in my EC classroom in the 
forthcoming month 
Strongly Disagree – Strongly 
Agree 
Perceived 
Behavioural 
Control 
53 
If I wanted to I could use CL in my EC 
classroom every day in the 
forthcoming 15 days 
Definitively False – 
Definitively True 
 
Additional items were developed to measure other themes regarding the use of CL 
that also emerged from the first study. These are described in Chapter 6 as they are not 
relevant to the testing of the fit between the data collected for this study and the model of 
TPB.  
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Seventy-five items, including the TPB and other themes that emerged, were included 
in the final version of the questionnaire, which was designed to measure the attitudes, 
beliefs and intentions of teachers to use CL in their classrooms. The instrument was 
labelled the Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood, Questionnaire (CLECQ). There were 
5 scales contributing to the direct measures and 6 subscales contributing to the indirect 
measures.  
1. Translation/back translation. An English version was constructed and then it was 
translated into Spanish by the researcher.  This version was back translated into 
English by a colleague, who also checked for any inconsistencies. Anomalies 
between these two versions were discussed by the two translators and corrected to 
reflect the intended meaning. This process is the usual one followed for the 
translation of a questionnaire into a different language (Birbili, 2000). 
2. Item checking. Five Chilean early childhood teachers completed the questionnaire 
in order to ascertain readability and comprehension of the items. Discussion with 
these individuals led to some minor changes to items with respect to wording. 
3. Types of Questionnaires. A paper (see Appendix E) and an on-line version of the 
questionnaire were constructed. These were identical in content and allowed for the 
collection of more data than was possible from either method alone. The on-line 
version was constructed using “Google Docs” which has templates that allow items 
to be constructed using a variety of formats (e.g., multiple choice, true/false, open-
ended questions, etc.). Responses load directly into a spreadsheet in the personal 
account of the researcher, and can be exported to Excel.  
Reliability  
Once the questionnaire was in an appropriate form, the reliability was established for 
each of the proposed subscales. Test-retest was used for this purpose. The questionnaire 
was provided to the 30 participants on two occasions approximately 15 days apart.   
To establish whether an item in the scale is measuring the same construct, an index 
of internal consistency can be used; however, this can only be done for the scales related 
to the direct measurement of the TPB. It is not a suitable approach for examining the 
reliability of the indirect measures, because individuals can hold both negative and positive 
beliefs about the same behaviour (Francis et al., 2004). For example, using items related 
to the SN subscales, a teacher could be motivated to comply with the expectations of the 
principal but not with those of parents.  
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Participants. The participants for the test-retest study were 30 Chilean early 
childhood teachers. The majority of the respondents were female (n = 27). All were from 
Santiago, the capital of Chile. Fourteen teachers were from private schools, and sixteen 
taught in public schools. Fourteen of these participants taught in kindergarten and the 
remainder taught in second year. 
Procedure. The teachers were recruited using a convenience sample, through a 
snowballing technique, where teachers recruited to the study invited acquaintances who 
met the criteria for the study (teachers of either kindergarten or second year, private or 
public school) to participate. The questionnaire was completed by the teachers once, and 
then after an interval of approximately two weeks they were asked to answer it again. The 
modal response interval was 15 days, with a mean of 17 and a range from 9 to 30 days. 
Some of the data were collected with paper questionnaire version (n = 20) and the rest 
with the on-line version. 
Results. The correlation between the responses to the first and second 
administration were calculated.  In addition, a paired samples t-test was conducted to 
determine whether the means of the scores of the first and second application were 
significantly different. Finally, internal consistencies for the proposed direct measures 
scales were calculated to ensure that the items of each scale were measuring the same 
constructs.  To reduce the chance of Type I error, as multiple procedures were being 
conducted simultaneously, an alpha value of < .01 was set for significance. 
Table 5.3  
Correlations for Proposed Subscales of the Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood 
Questionnaire (CLECQ) Time 1 and Time 2 
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As can be seen in Table 5.3, most correlations were moderate to strong and most 
were significant, with the majority significant at ≤ .001, with the exception of the Indirect 
Attitude towards the Behaviour scale, which did not reach the level of significance set for 
this study.  
Table 5.4  
Paired Sample t-tests for Proposed Direct and Indirect Scales of the Cooperative 
Learningin Early Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ) 
 
There were no significant differences on the paired t-test analyses across all of the 
proposed subscales (see Table 5.4). Regarding the Indirect Attitude towards the 
Behaviour scale, even though the correlation between Time 1 and 2 was not significant, 
there was no significant difference between the means at the two times, as shown in Table 
5.4, so it was decided to retain the items in the same form. 
Internal consistency was calculated only for the direct measures, as explained 
previously. For these, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was determined using Time 1 data. 
With this measure an indication of the average correlation of the items of each scale was 
achieved, the values range from 0 to 1, where the higher value indicates a better reliability. 
The recommended minimum value is .70 (Nunnally, 1978). 
These data indicate that the scales of Intention (.82), Attitude towards the Behaviour 
(.87) and Subjective Norm (.80) had very good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s 
alpha over 0.80; however, the Perceived Behavioural Control scale had a low internal 
consistency (.39). 
In an effort to respond to the low internal consistency of the Perceived Behavioural 
Control scale, the items that comprised the scale were examined. The meaning of some 
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items was found to be somewhat difficult to ascertain and so these items were rewritten. In 
order to decrease the likelihood of reflexive responding, some of the items were reworded 
so they were expressed in the negative. In addition, the items of the scales were randomly 
reordered as recommended by Francis et al. (2004). A complete version of the final 
questionnaire can be seen in Appendix D. 
Part 2: Structural Equation Modeling 
In this second part of Chapter 5, a CFA and a SEM will be described. This analysis 
had the purpose of confirming how well the data of this study fits the TPB and how these 
factors are related and predict the Intentions and Behaviour of the teachers to use CL 
learning in their classrooms. 
Participants 
Five hundred Early Childhood teachers from Chile participated in this study. The 
majority of the respondents were female (95%, n = 475). Fifty-seven per cent (n = 284) of 
the teachers who responded were from the Metropolitan Region of Santiago. 
Approximately 10% (n = 50) were from Valparaiso, with almost the same number of 
teachers coming from the region of Bio–Bio. The remainder of the participants were from 
the northern and southern regions of Chile. Fifty-seven per cent (n = 289) of the 
participants were from Public schools with the remainder teaching in the Private system. 
The mean number of years that the respondents had taught early childhood a class was 
16 years (SD = 10.5). Sixty-two per cent (n = 310) of the final sample taught in 
kindergarten, and 38% (n = 190) taught in Second year. The mean number of students in 
the participants’ classrooms was 28 (SD = 8.8), with a minimum of five students, from two 
rural schools in the very south of Chile; and a maximum of 60 students, from a public 
school in the very north of the country. The highest degree held by the majority of the 
respondents was a Bachelor´s degree (64%, n = 319), 21% had a specialty teaching 
qualification (requiring a Bachelor’s degree as a prerequisite); 13% had a Master´s degree 
and three teachers (0.6%) had a PhD. 
Measures 
The Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ) was 
developed for this study as described in Part 1 of this Chapter. In the questionnaire, the 
items related to attitudes and beliefs about CL are presented, a definition of CL is 
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provided, along with a definition of early childhood education, as it is described in the 
construction of the questionnaire section in Part 1.  
The questionnaire contains 75 items, which measure the attitudes, beliefs and 
intentions of teachers regarding using CL in their classrooms. The response scale is a 
Likert scale anchored by 1 and 7. Questions vary in their form; for example, some 
questions are answered using a scale that runs from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree; 
others are answered using a continuum from Extremely undesirable to Extremely 
desirable; on others the response scale runs from Not at all to A great deal; among others. 
Twenty-six items are reverse scored. After reversal, a score of 1 represents the most 
negative attitude towards CL and 7 the most positive.  Demographic information was 
collected, including gender, date of birth, years of teaching, and details of the school 
where they work, among others. 
Procedure 
Data Collection. Before collecting the data, ethical clearance was obtained from the 
University of Queensland School of Education Ethics Committee. A convenience sample, 
which used a snowballing technique, comprised the respondent group. In the first stage, 
individuals and institutions that were known to the researcher were contacted by email and 
phone calls. These first contacts were asked to give information to other individuals and 
groups for whom the study was relevant. In addition, at the end of the questionnaire there 
was a request that asked respondents to alert other colleagues who could be interested in 
participating to the study. The universities were contacted in an effort to reach teachers 
from the School of Education who were undertaking professional development courses. 
Permission was given for the researcher to attend these classes and provide copies of the 
questionnaire to those early childhood teachers who agreed to contribute to the study. A 
link to the questionnaire and an explanation of the study was sent to schools, municipal 
councils and educational foundations. The “Chile Foundation” sent this link to early 
childhood teachers employed in the state and private systems throughout the country. 
Analytic Plan 
The SEM was conducted using Mplus 5. An advantage of SEM in comparison to 
other statistical methods such as multiple regression is that it explicitly removes the 
influence of measurement error, because each latent factor acquires the shared variance 
among its indicators (Byrne, 2006), where regression confounds prediction error with 
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measurement error (Iacobucci, 2010). Maximum Likelihood was employed as a method of 
estimation as it has been found to be relatively robust (Byrne, 2013).  
Another method that can be used to validate questionnaires is Rasch modelling. In 
the case of this study the aim was to ensure that the instrument reflected the constructs of 
TPB. CFA was the necessary approach for this task because its principal is that the 
components be identified a priori. Rasch modelling is based on the assumption that a set 
of items is intended to measure a single construct (Sick, 2011). The instrument created for 
this study comprised items that related to more than one construct, and these constructs 
were expected to relate to each other in predictable ways. In the Rasch approach, the 
individual prevails over the group. It is a hierarchal model, where the difficult items are 
expected to be answered correctly by the respondents who have the greatest amount of 
the trait that is going to be measured. Factor Analysis, on the contrary, is a correlational 
model, the items to load on a factor must correlate with the other items that are intended to 
measure that factor (Alvarez-Martinez, 2007). Items are not hierarchally ordered in 
instruments measuring the elements of the TPB, and so Rasch modelling is inappropriate 
for this analysis. CFA is appropriate because the task was  to confirm a theory with the 
data collected and the factors were intended to load on specific factors, independently of 
the individuals that answered those items.  
To evaluate whether the TPB model fits the data, a two-step approach, as 
recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1992), was used. The first step was a CFA to 
assess the measurement component of the constructs in the hypothesized model of TPB. 
The confirmatory factor model that was tested is shown in Figure 5.1, which displays the 
indicators hypothesized to load on the underlying factors. The anticipated inter-factor 
correlations are also depicted in Figure 5.1. Table 5.2 contains the full set of items for the 
direct measures presented in the questionnaire, by scale. It was expected that each item 
would load on one and only one latent factor (and these are shown in the hypothesized 
model). 
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Figure 5.1. Hypothesized measurement model of the Theory of Planned Behaviour  
 *Items in rectangles, constructs in circles 
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Once the measurement model was established, the second step, a SEM was 
conducted. With this procedure, the measurement and structural components are 
estimated at the same time. It was expected that Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and 
Perceived Behavioural Control, would be intercorrelated and that these factors would 
predict Intentions which in turn would predict behaviour. Figure 5.2 shows this 
hypothesized structural model of the TPB. 
 
Figure 5.2. Hypothesized structural model of the Theory of Planned Behaviour 
 *Items in rectangles, constructs in circles 
Item correlations were calculated before running the CFA and are presented here, as 
recommended by McDonald and Ringo Ho (2002). These inter-item correlations are 
provided in Table 5.5, along with the means and standard deviations of each item. These 
correlations are Pearson correlations; however, as discussed later, the final model 
required the items to be transformed into ordered categorical variables and thus polychoric 
correlations were used and are presented in Table 5.6. 
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Table 5.5  
Items Correlations, means and standard deviations 
 
Model Evaluation. Estimation regarding goodness of fit of both the measurement 
model and the structural model was made using well established guidelines. The results of 
several tests for assessing goodness of fit are presented for each component as is 
traditional (Byrne, 2012); Chi-square (χ2) is a statistical inferential measure of fit of the 
model to the data (Iacobucci, 2010). The chi-square is essentially comparing the proposed 
model with all other available models, so only on a very few occasions is it non-significant 
(Iacobucci, 2010); however, it is traditional to include it in a report of the outcomes of a 
SEM (Byrne, 2012). Another reporting option is the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio. 
Here a reasonable fit would be ≤ 3.0 (Kline, 2004). The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and 
the Tucker-Lewis Fit Index (TLI) are also calculated by Mplus. The CFI has a value 
between 0 to 1, with the higher value indicating a better fit (Ullman & Bentler, 2003). For 
the CFI a value of more than .90 is considered a well-fitting model (Bentler, 1992); 
however the more stringent level of .95 is recommended by Hu and Bentler (1998). In 
contrast to the CFI, the TLI is a nonnormed index, so its values can go outside the range 
of 0 to 1 (Byrne, 2012); however, Byrne stated that a value close to 1 represents good 
model fit. The other index considered was the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA). This is a residual based index; a poor fitting model is indicated by a value over 
.10 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). As a final step, the index of Weighted Root Mean Residual 
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(WRMR) was run, a good fit index would be close to 1 (Byrne, 2013), but Muthen (2010, 
February 11), argued that this statistic fit is experimental, so it is not a matter of concern if 
all the other fit indices have a good index number. According to Iacobucci (2010), it is 
important to consider all these indices together as they provide complementary 
information. Marsh, Hau, and Wen (2009) suggested that the interpretation might have 
some flexibility if the indices do not fit the exact estimates suggested. 
Results 
Preliminary analysis. 
 
 
Figure 5.3. Distribution of the items of the Direct measures scales 
As is evident from Figure 5.3, the distributions of most of the items were substantially 
skewed. This meant that an analytical approach that was able to treat the data as ordinal 
(rather than as continuous and normally distributed) was required (Flora & Curran, 2004) 
Mplus is able to accommodate data in this form. In addition, scrutiny of the data 
revealed some zero frequency cells. This was not a problem as polychoric correlations 
(see Table 5.5) (used by Mplus when the data are ordinal) are able to cope with this 
circumstance (Savalei, 2011).  
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Table 5.6  
Items Polychoric Correlations 
 
Several analyses were run in order to establish a viable measurement model; 
however, only the results of the final model are reported in full here. The decisions made 
on the basis of the results from analyses preceding this final model are provided.  
The initial analysis revealed a high modification index for items 5 and 11. This means 
that these items did not correlate and this interfered with the analysis, resulting in some 
misspecification of the model. In addition, item 48 was not strongly associated with its 
latent factor, Subjective Norm (r = .121, p = .025). Thus, in the next analysis, the 
covariance between the residuals of items 5 and 11 was allowed to be freely estimated 
rather than constrained to zero. However, item 48 remained problematic, so it was 
removed from the model specification. After this, the analysis was rerun.  
Final Measurement Model 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Results are presented for the CFA in Figure 5.4. As 
expected, the Chi Square was significant χ2 (77, N = 500) = 516.76. The chi-square to 
degrees of freedom ratio was 6.7. The other indices of model fit were as follows:  CFI = 
0.900; TLI = 0.967; RMSEA = 0.107. While not meeting all the standards suggested for a 
good fitting model, taken together, these data suggest that the model is an adequate fit to 
the data.   
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Figure 5.4. Confirmatory factor model, of the Theory of Planned Behaviour, with a 
sample of 500 Chilean Early Childhood teachers 
*All associations are significant at p <. 001. 
As Figure 5.4 shows, all items (with the exception of item 48) loaded on as 
hypothesized. As expected, the TPB’s constructs were found to be interrelated, with the 
highest covariance between Perceived Behavioural Control and Intentions (.89, p < .001), 
following by Attitudes towards the Behaviour and Intentions (.88, p < .001), and the 
weakest correlation between Subjective Norm and Behaviour (.62, p < .001).   
Predictive Structural Model (SEM). Only one SEM was run. Results support the 
TPB framework in characterizing and predicting perceptions and use of CL of the Chilean 
early childhood teachers’ sample. 
The solution with standardized paths is displayed in Figure 5.5. The chi-square test 
was shown to be statistically significant  (76, N = 500) = 504.33, p < .001. The chi-square 
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to degrees of freedom ratio = 6.6. The comparative indices were indicative of good fit: CFI 
= 0.910; TLI = 0.971; RMSEA = 0.100. 
There is a reasonably large modification index, indicating that item 37 might load 
onto ABd better than SNd; however, consideration of the item revealed no theoretical 
reason for this change to be made so no further modification was made to the model.  
 
Figure.5.5. Predictive model of TPB to predict use of Cooperative Learning in early 
childhood classrooms 
Within the measurement component, all indicators were found to be reliably 
associated with the latent factors (p <. 001). The SEM revealed that all three latent 
variables of Attitudes, Subjective Norms and Behavioural Control significantly predicted 
Intentions; however, while the relationships between both Attitudes and Perceived 
Behavioural Control with Intentions are at p < .001, the association between Subjective 
Norms and Intentions were much weaker (.14, p = .017). Behaviour was predicted by 
Intentions (.79, p < .001). Inter-factor covariances were exhibited between Attitudes and 
Perceived Behavioural Control (.80, p < .01); Attitudes and Subjective Norm (.79, p < .01); 
and Subjective Norm and Perceived Behavioural Control (.66, p < .01) (see Figure 5.5).  
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Summary  
The first aim of this second study was to determine if the TPB was an appropriate 
theory framework to understand the beliefs attitudes and intentions of Chilean teachers of 
using CL in their classrooms, and how well the data fits this theory. A second aim was to 
understand how the three factors of TPB were related and how these would predict 
intentions, which in turn should predict the actual use of CL. For this purpose, the first part 
of the study was to develop the CLECQ). After preliminary work to establish that the 
measure was reasonable sound, it was administered to 500 teachers. In the second part 
of the study CFA and SEM were carried out. The CFA results show that the TPB model 
was an adequate fit to the data. The analysis illustrates, as was expected, that the TPB 
constructs were interrelated. The highest correlation with Intentions was PBCd followed by 
ABd with SN having the weakest association. In Chile, the perception of how “in control” 
teachers felt about using CL in their classroom had the greatest impact on their reported 
use of CL. While what significant others think about their use of CL has the least effect on 
their uptake of CL pedagogies.  
In sum, the results of the CFA and SEM support that the TPB framework and their 
three constructs could characterize and predict intentions and use of CL of early childhood 
teachers in the Chilean context.  
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Chapter 6 
Study 3 
 
Exploring differences of beliefs  
regarding the use of Cooperative Learning 
Purpose 
The main objective of this study was to explore the variables that influence Chilean 
Early Childhood teacher’s use of Cooperative Learning (CL) in their classrooms. The first 
stage was intended to determine which of the three constructs of the TPB (Attitudes, 
Subjective Norm and Perceived Control) had the greatest influence on teachers’ reported 
use of CL. In a second stage, the influence of teaching grade (kindergarten, second year) 
and type of school (public/private) were also examined.  
In this chapter, in contrast to the material presented in Chapter 5, indirect measures 
were included: Indirect Attitude towards the Behaviour (ABi), Indirect Subjective Norm 
(SNi), Indirect Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCi); as they influence the direct 
measures described previously. Additionally, some exploration was undertaken regarding 
other themes that emerged in the first qualitative study (Chapter 4) that were included in 
the questionnaire: Inclusion of children with special needs, beliefs about the capacity of 
children in the early childhood period to cooperate, the nature of the school environment in 
which teachers worked, discipline and the perceived influence of the national assessment 
test (SIMCE) on the capacity of the respondents to use CL in their classrooms, also the 
conformation they use when they have children work in groups.  
Participants 
Five hundred Early Childhood teachers from Chile participated in this study. A 
detailed description of the sample can be found in Chapter 5. Table 6.1 provides a 
summary of the composition of the sample according to teaching grade and school type. In 
the results section some calculations were undertaken with a number that was different to 
500; the reason of this was that some items were omitted by individuals, so they were not 
included in that particular scale. 
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Table 6.1  
Participants by Type of School and Grade of Teaching 
 
 
Measures  
The Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ) was 
constructed and used to measure the factors that influence the use of CL by the teachers. 
The description of this questionnaire and its development are included in Chapter 5. A 
complete version of the questionnaire can be seen in Appendix D, and its scoring key in 
Appendix E. The instrument contains 75 items, which measure the attitudes, beliefs and 
intentions of teachers regarding the use of CL in their classroom. The response scale is a 
Likert scale anchored by 1 and 7. Twenty-six items are worded negatively, so responses 
to these items are reversed before scoring. High scores on the scales indicate a positive 
response towards the use of CL approaches in the classroom.  
There are five direct and six indirect scales reflecting the TPB in the CLECQ. The 
scales for the direct measures are items that ask directly about using CL, and this are: 
direct measures of Behaviour (B) (2 Items); Behavioural Intentions (BI) (4 Items); Attitude 
towards the Behaviour (ABd) (7 Items); Subjective Norm (SNd) (4 items) and Perceived 
Behavioural Control (PBCd) (5 items). Total scores of the items of each scale are summed 
and mean scores are calculated; these scales are described in more detail in Chapter 2 
and Chapter 5.  
The scales for the indirect measures comprise items that ask about teachers’ beliefs 
regarding CL and their beliefs about the outcomes of using CL. These indirect measures 
affect the direct measures described previously. The scales then are measures of salient 
beliefs, and some evaluations of these beliefs. Each indirect measure comprises two 
components or salient beliefs:  
• Indirect Attitude towards the Behaviour (ABi) comprises: 
o Strength of Behavioural beliefs (Bb): Beliefs about engaging in the use of CL 
in the EC classroom and the results of its use. 
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o Outcome evaluations beliefs (Oe): Beliefs about the advantages and 
disadvantages of the results of using CL.  
• Indirect Subjective Norm (SNi) comprises:  
o Strength of normative beliefs (Snb): Beliefs about how other people who are 
important to them would like them to behave regarding the use of CL. 
o Personal motivation to comply (Mc): Positive or negative judgments about 
each of the beliefs the other have towards the behaviour (Francis et al., 
2004). 
• Indirect Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCi) comprises:  
o Strength of control beliefs (Scb): Beliefs about the resources and 
opportunities individuals have. 
o Power of control factors to influence the behaviour (Cbp): How confident the 
person feels about being able to provide effective CL experiences. 
Figure 6.1 shows the model of TPB and the relationship between the indirect and 
direct measures that are represented in each scale of the questionnaire. 
 
 
Figure 6.1. Theory of Planned Behaviour and relationship between its indirect and direct 
measures 
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In order to develop an overall score of each indirect measure (ABi, SNi and PBCi), 
the salient beliefs (Bb, Oe, Snb, Mc, Scb and Cbp) have to be combined in a linear 
equation, where the two components of each indirect measure are multiplied and the 
result of each multiplication is summed at the end to have a total score of each indirect 
scale (Ajzen, 1991; Francis et al., 2004). For example, for the calculation of ABi, the 
following equation is used: ABi = ƩBbOe; where ABi represents the Indirect Attitude 
towards the Behaviour of using CL in the classrooms, Bb represents the Behavioural 
beliefs and Oe represents the Outcome evaluation of those beliefs. Based on the TPB, the 
responses related to each corresponding salient belief are combined through this linear 
equation and summed to produce a total score for each of the three indirect measures. 
The mean test-retest reliability of the direct and indirect scales was established to be .64 
over a period of approximately 17 days (see Chapter 5). 
Analysis were done with other themes that were included in the questionnaire but 
that were not part of the TPB, this were: inclusion of children with special needs, 
egocentric to cooperate, school cooperative environment, discipline, SIMCE influence. 
Because these items did not loaded in factors not further conclusions were made. This 
could be explained too few items were constructed in the questionnaire, for each of these 
factors or scales.  
Procedure 
Data Collection. A convenience sample, which used a snowballing technique, 
comprised the respondent group. Paper (n = 99) and on-line (n = 401) questionnaires 
were distributed and administered to Chilean early childhood teachers from private and 
public schools (see Chapter 5). There were initially 543 respondents, but not all of them 
fitted the inclusion criteria related to school type (n = 29) and teaching grade (n = 12) so 
their responses were discarded. Two of the respondents left almost all the questionnaire 
blank, so their responses were also discarded. This left a sample of 500 respondents.  
Results 
Preliminary analyses 
Internal consistencies using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the direct measures 
were calculated to test reliability. Internal consistency for indirect measures is not a 
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suitable approach (Francis et al., 2004). The items were not normally distributed, so 
polychroric correlations were used for this calculation. As shown in Table 6.2, all the direct 
Scales have acceptable to high internal consistency.   
Table 6.2  
Scale Information 
 
Table 6.2 also shows other descriptive statistics for the scales. Mean scale scores 
indicate teachers’ attitude towards using CL was positive. Similarly, the mean scores show 
that the teachers did express the intention to use CL. On the other hand, they reported 
that their beliefs were not influenced by other people’s beliefs about the efficacy of using 
CL in their classrooms. Therefore, the majority of the respondents in this study showed 
positive intentions of using CL. 
Independent Sample t-tests were conducted on the responses received for the on 
paper and on-line versions of the questionnaires. As shown in Table 6.3, the majority of 
the scales were not significantly different across the two versions; however, there were 
significant difference on both the direct (p = .002) and indirect (p = .012) measures of 
Attitude towards CL, even though the means of them do not appear to be very different: 
ABd (paper) M = 42, SD = 4.8; ABd (Online) M = 44, SD = 4.8; ABi (paper) M = 378, SD = 
72; ABi (On line) M = 401, SD = 84. The responses by teachers who completed the 
questionnaire on-line were more positive than those of teachers who responded to the 
paper version. Because of the differences noted above, the analyses that followed were 
completed separately for the sample of teachers who answered on-line and those who 
answered on paper.  
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Table 6.3  
Independent Samples t-test between questionnaires administered online and on paper 
 
Francis et al. (2004) suggested that construct validity of instruments designed to 
reflect the TPB could be established by examining the correlations of the indirect 
measures with the direct measures of the paired TPB constructs.  For the sample, all the 
correlations between the respective indirect and direct measures (ABi with ABd; SNi with 
SNd; and PBCi with PBCd) were significant for both paper and on-line responses 
supporting the validity of the questionnaire (see Tables 6.4 and 6.5). 
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Table 6.4  
Nonparametric correlations demographic and scales information, paper questionnaires 
(N=99) 
 
Table 6.5  
Correlations demographic and scales information, On-line questionnaires (N=401) 
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Results for the correlations between the scales and number of years teaching, 
number of students in the class and teacher qualification are also included in these 
Tables.  Significant negative correlations between the number of students in the class and 
teachers’ response to the PBCi scale were identified (see Tables 6.4 and 6.5). This 
indicates that teachers feel less capable or in control of using CL if they have high 
numbers of students in their classes 
Eight 2 x 2 (type of school x grade) univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA) were 
run with the scales of the CLECQ as the dependent variables. As noted in Chapter 5, 
many of the items were negatively skewed, so prior to the ANOVA the distributions of the 
scales were reviewed. Two of the scales were not normally distributed and log 
transformations were undertaken using Log10. Both scales then met the assumption of 
normality. The statistics associated with the ANOVAs and the means and standard 
deviations, are presented in Tables 6.6, 6.7, 6.8. 
Table 6.6  
Univariate Analysis of Variance for type of school 
 
There are few significant differences related to type of school. Teachers in the public 
schools who answered the paper version of the questionnaire reported lower intention to 
use CL than teachers from private schools (Private schools: M = 23.89 SD= 4.71; Public 
schools: M = 23.49, SD= 4.64). The means are very close and the effect size is small (.02) 
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(J. Cohen, 1992), and in terms of practice this difference is unlikely to be meaningful. 
Public School teachers who answered the paper questionnaire also believed that they 
were less in control and prepared to use CL in their classrooms, than the teachers from 
private school (PBCi, for Private schools: M = 122.64 SD = 37.07; and for public schools: 
M = 97.47, SD = 29.52). There is a difference in the means and the effect size is .09, that 
following J. Cohen’s (1992) conventional criteria is also a small effect size. It could be 
interpreted that there is a slight difference between teachers from private and public 
schools, this shows that early childhood teachers from public schools that answer the 
paper version questionnaire, feels slightly less in control of using CL than teachers from 
private school, as can be seen in Table 6.6. 
Table 6.7 shows that there were no significance differences between the teachers 
who taught in the different class levels included in this study. Regarding interactions 
between type of school and year level taught, there were also no significant differences. 
ANOVA results related to the analysis of interactions are reported in Table 6.8.   
Table 6.7  
Univariate Analysis of Variance for year taught 
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Table 6.8  
Univariate Analysis of Variance Interaction for type of school and year taught 
 
 
Following Francis et al. (2004), correlation and multiple regression analyses were 
conducted to examine the relationship between BI and the three other constructs of the 
TPB. Multiple regressions were used to identify which constructs of the theory are more 
likely to influence teachers’ intentions to use CL in their classrooms. Beta correlation 
coefficients are used to determine the relative contribution of each construct. For this 
analysis, the data from the online and paper versions of the questionnaire were combined. 
In the first stage, correlations between the variables was calculated.  
Table 6.9  
Correlations of the variables in the Analysis (N=500) 
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As shown in Table 6.9, all the variables were significantly correlated.  ABd and PBCd 
are highly correlated with Behavioural intentions (BI) which means that teachers’ beliefs 
regarding how capable they feel about using CL are strongly related with their intentions to 
use. A similar relationship can be seen for their attitudes. On the other hand, the 
subjective norm that teachers have towards CL (SNd) is related and it is still significant, 
but less than the other two variables; so, teachers are affected by what other influential 
people think about CL and this affects their intention to use, although not as much as the 
other two components already described. There is also a positive correlation among all the 
other predictor variables. This also shows that the TPB is behaving as it was expected in 
the sample of this study.  
Table 6.10  
Regression Results of the measures TPB for respect to CL 
 
Table 6.10 provides the results of the multiple regressions. The multiple regression 
models with the three predictors produced R2 = .587 F (2, 409) = 193.92, p < .001, and as 
can be seen direct Attitude towards the Behaviour and Perceived Behavioural Control 
scales had significant positive regression weights while the subjective norm was also 
significant although the weight is lower than the other two variables. This indicates that 
teachers with higher perceived control and a better attitude towards CL are expected to 
have stronger intentions to use it. A high Subjective Norm also indicates a strong intention 
to use CL. In short, the intentions of teachers’ use of CL can be predicted by these three 
constructs of the Theory.  
In order to determine the specific belief that had the greatest influence on intentions, 
the intention variable was dichotomized using a median split, classifying low intenders vs. 
high intenders and a series of t-tests were run to identify the beliefs that discriminated 
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between the two groups. Table 6.11 provides the means and standard deviation for the 
analysis of these two groups. The results show that all the variables were significantly 
different between the two groups p< 0.05, as it would be expected (see Table 6.11).  
 
Table 6.11  
T- test low intenders v/s high intenders of using CL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Because there were significance differences between on-line and paper 
respondents on the subscales ABi and ABd, separate analyses were conducted on those 
scales and the same pattern was found in both groups with respect to (Paper: ABi: t = -4.6, 
p < .001; ABd: t = -7.4, p < .001; On line: ABi: t = -7.7, p < .001; Abd: t = -16.2, p < .001)   
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to explore the variables that influence Chilean early 
childhood teachers’ use of CL. First, analyses were done to understand which of the three 
constructs of TPB (AB, SN and PBC) had the greatest influence on teachers’ reported use 
of CL. A second step was to research the influence of their grade teaching (kindergarten, 
second year) and the type of school (public, private). Also the indirect measures of beliefs 
were included as they affect the direct measures described in chapter 5. The result shows 
that teachers have a positive attitude towards using CL, and this is reflected in their high 
intention of using it. In a first analysis they report that their beliefs were not influenced by 
others’ views. Nevertheless, the actual use of CL reported by them was quite low, at least 
lower than their intentions of using it. 
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Regarding the instrument used, there were no differences in most of the results of 
the scales of the TPB in the questionnaire administered on-line and on paper. However, 
the direct and indirect scales of attitudes towards CL did have a significant difference 
across the two versions, the attitude was higher and more positive in the on-line 
responses. One reason for these results could be that the teachers who responded to the 
questionnaire on-line had a higher intrinsic motivation with respect to CL, as they made 
the decision to respond with no external motivation, while the teachers who answered on 
paper were directly asked by the researcher to answer it and so social issues may have 
influenced them to comply. Correlations between indirect and direct measures were 
calculated, and these were significant thus contributing to confidence in the construct 
validity of the scale. Negative correlations between the number of students in the class 
and teachers’ perceived behaviour control when using CL were identified. This means that 
teachers felt less capable or in control when using CL if they had a high number of student 
in their classrooms. The results of the ANOVA shows that there were few differences 
between public and private schools, teachers in public schools had lower intention to use 
CL than teachers in private schools. Also public school teachers indicated they feel slightly 
less in control and prepared to use CL than teachers from private schools. There were no 
significant differences between the teachers who teach in different grade levels. There 
were also not significant interactions between type of school and the grade level taught by 
teachers. 
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Chapter 7 
 
Discussion and Conclusion 
In a 21st century context, cooperative skills are essential for working with others in the 
work force and in the social life of a globalized world. The results of the Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) test in 2012 shows that only 2.1% of Chilean 
students were capable of complex problem resolution (OECD, 2013). In 2015, the same 
international test will include the assessment of collaborative problem resolution skills. 
There is very little information available regarding what is going on inside Chilean 
classrooms in terms of Cooperative Learning (CL) (Grau, 2013). In addition, the literature 
contains very few reports of CL interventions in early childhood classrooms. The beliefs of 
teachers are not usually considered in educational reforms or implementation of 
educational programs, although they are fundamental to achieving real pedagogical 
change. The research documented in this thesis explored teachers’ beliefs and 
experiences regarding their use of CL in their classrooms. The findings are intended to 
contribute to the debate about the conditions and factors that influence the implementation 
of a cooperative educational culture. Furthermore, this research provides evidence of the 
beliefs teachers hold regarding issues that influence their intention of using CL in their 
classrooms. These findings make a contribution to understanding the factors that may 
affect future CL interventions implemented in the Chilean educational context. The 
research in this thesis explored three main questions: (1) What are the beliefs, attitudes 
and experiences of Chilean early childhood teachers towards CL? (2) Is the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour appropriate to adequately reflect the relationships between the beliefs, 
attitudes and intentions related to the use of CL held by early childhood teachers in Chile? 
(3) Are there differences in the beliefs, attitudes and intentions towards CL between early 
childhood teachers from public and private education, and between kindergarten and 
second year teachers? 
In this chapter the results to the research questions with the findings of each of the 
three studies are going to be discussed in an integrated way. 
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Teachers’ understanding of Cooperative Learning 
Chilean teachers who contributed to this research had an understanding of CL that 
was very similar to the definition of CL in the literature.  In general nearly all teachers 
agreed that CL includes two or more students working together to achieve a common goal 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Slavin, 1980).  However, there was no clear evidence in their 
discussion that they implemented CL in ways likely to produce cooperation.  They did not 
appear to structure their CL activities to include the five elements that are needed for 
cooperation (positive interdependence, individual accountability, face-to-face promotive 
interaction, social skills, group processing). The term group work was more familiar to the 
teachers than CL. It was interesting that the teachers from the private schools had a much 
deeper understanding and listed more characteristics involved in CL than the teachers 
from public schools. There were some teachers who commented that they have never 
heard the term CL and this reflects the fact that CL is not included in the Chilean 
educational context, at least not in an explicit and formal way.  It seems that teachers have 
a general idea of CL, but it is not completely clear; it is a more intuitive understanding.  It 
could be said that the concept and use of CL is in an embryonic stage – it has the potential 
to be developed but it needs the facilitation of the environment and the provision of 
information about CL and the strategies that assist develop CL to teachers before a more 
complete understanding and effective use of CL will be available to the teachers.  
Chilean Early childhood teachers and Cooperative Learning 
As it was described in the literature review, one way of preventing potential 
disadvantage is by investing in early childhood education, especially in those vulnerable 
groups such as children from low socio-economic conditions (Centro de estudios Mineduc, 
2013). If steps are not taken in the early years, the differences in learning outcomes 
between the children from different socio-economic status groups will be very difficult to 
overcome in the future, perpetuating the gap between high and low socio-economic 
groups (Centro de estudios, Mineduc, 2013). 
Teachers commented that children of this age respond well to CL as they like to work 
in groups; however, some teachers believed that children in the early childhood period 
cannot cooperate because they are still in an egocentric stage of development. This 
erroneous belief may have its roots in the misinterpretation of cognitive development 
theories, such as that of Piaget. Stage theories, such as those developed by Piaget, 
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suggest that particular ages are associated with certain achievements in development. 
Teachers may think that these stages are fixed and that children do not achieve social 
skills until they are 7 years old, and before that they are still egocentric. However, Davis 
(1991) argued that the truth of Piaget’s theory is that it explains how the experience of 
interaction helps the child to move from an absorption with the self to a social way of 
relating with others. Nowadays, cognitive development theories have evolved in their 
understanding of the social development of children in that they have moved from the idea 
of stages that are achieved at specific ages to the necessity of children working with 
others so they can challenge their own understanding, compare their ideas with the ideas 
of others and shift to new learning (Howe, 2010). There is evidence that indicates that the 
child is never too young to undertake complex problem resolution with their peers and the 
earlier the students are exposed to experiences of interaction with their peers, the earlier 
they likely to work effectively in CL and group work situations (Kutnick & Blatchford, 2014). 
Teachers in this study believed that is difficult to assist young children to work 
together, even though they may be sitting together in a group, as they do not have an 
interest in achieving a common goal. Young children (4 to 8 years old) are completely 
capable of working cooperatively, but for this to occur teachers have to create the 
conditions and believe children have this capacity (Howes et al., 2003). There is enough 
evidence that shows there are ways of teaching early childhood students to cooperate. If 
teachers are trained to teach social skills and how to structure activities, they can create 
cooperation between the students and obtain positive results inside their classroom 
(Gillies & Ashman, 1998).  
Teachers in this study showed awareness of the importance of their role in producing 
cooperation inside the classroom, but few specific strategies for this early age were 
identified in their discourse. While they knew that they should structure the activity, they 
did not appear to have very specific ideas about how that might be accomplished. Johnson 
(1999) has provided evidence about the utility of several approaches that might be of 
assistance, such as making sure students feel linked to their peers when they work 
together; designing assessments to produce accountability; promoting positive 
interactions; teaching social skills; and teaching students how to engage in group 
processing – but these were not mentioned by the teachers in this study. Even though 
they perceived the importance of their role as a facilitator for learning to happen in a 
cooperative way, the role they needed to take to support effective cooperation was not 
clear to them.  
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Because it is not enough to simply put students together in a group to construct 
successful CL with the students, the role of teachers is essential (Johnson & Johnson, 
1999). Some teachers believed it was very difficult for them to create CL situations, and 
preferred to be in front of the class where they had control of the discipline and of what 
was going on inside the classroom.  
Beliefs of teachers and the Theory of Planned Behaviour  
applied to their use of Cooperative Learning 
The beliefs teachers described in this study about their practice showed they adopted 
a transmissive or teacher-centred approach to teaching more than using a constructivist 
pedagogy. Beliefs are formed by personal experiences (Fang & Building, 2006) and 
teachers described they had experiences of a very traditional teaching in their own school 
and university years and in their previous teaching experiences. It is difficult to change 
these beliefs, because their past experiences and how they were taught have been 
sustained by authority (Albion & Ertmer, 2002).  These beliefs and practices are more 
likely to change if they work in a community with their colleagues so they can interact and 
talk about their experiences and feel supported in converting their practice (Putnam & 
Borko, 2000). 
Theory of Planned Behaviour 
To understand the beliefs the early childhood teachers have regarding the use of CL 
and the impact of these beliefs on their intentions to use this pedagogical practice, a 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) framework was used. The model organizes the beliefs 
that are affecting intentions and behaviour into three main constructs - Attitude towards the 
behaviour: how favourable or unfavourable the individual believe the behaviour is (in this 
case using CL); Subjective Norm: their beliefs about what other people who are important 
to them believe of this behaviour, approving or disapproving it; and their Perceived 
Behavioural Control: their belief about how in control and capable they are in performing 
this behaviour and if the opportunities and resources for it are or would be available.  
In this research project, Confirmatory Factor Analyses and Structural Equation 
Modeling were conducted and the results suggested that the model of TPB is an adequate 
fit to the data, so it is an appropriate theoretical framework to use for the sample included 
in the study. Furthermore, the three factors of the TPB were found to be interrelated, and 
could characterize and predict intentions and use of CL by teachers in this study. The 
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highest correlation was between Perceived Behavioural Control and Intentions.  The 
second correlation in terms of weight of impact was Attitudes towards the Behaviour and 
Intentions. Interestingly, Subjective Norm had the weakest correlation with Behaviour, 
which shows that teachers reported in this study that they were not so affected by what 
other people think regarding the use of CL. These three factors and their implications in 
the intentions of teachers use of CL will be discussed in the following sections. 
Differences between groups of teachers.  
Teachers from public schools reported, in the paper version of the questionnaire, 
lower intentions to use CL than teachers from private schools. This could be understood 
by the descriptions they gave in Study one, where they reported poorer conditions at their 
schools than those in the private educational system. They also had fewer resources and 
they reported that schools did not facilitate the use of innovative methodologies such as 
CL. Furthermore, they reported that they had not received training in CL. All these 
variables made the teachers from the public schools believe they were not capable of 
using CL with their students. Public school teachers also felt less in control when using CL 
than teachers from private schools. 
Study three showed there was an association between the number of students in 
their class and teachers’ perceived behavioural control so that when teachers had more 
students in their classroom they felt less in control using CL. In public schools the classes 
have much larger numbers of students than classes in private schools, so it is more likely 
that teachers from this type of school believe they are less in control when using CL than 
the teachers from private schools.  Finally, this research demonstrated that there were no 
significance differences between teachers who teach in kindergarten and second year in 
their beliefs, attitudes and intentions regarding CL. This could be because as both groups 
of teachers described they had not have any training in CL, the results they might have in 
doing CL with both students groups might be very similar, due to their lack of strategies to 
successfully implement CL. Hence, the discussion of the following findings will refer to 
both groups (kindergarten and second year) as one group: Early childhood teachers. 
Towards the implementation of CL  
Educational public policy and professional development for teachers would benefit for 
considering both, the beliefs of teachers regarding their pedagogical practice and the 
factors that influence these beliefs. Following the TPB, knowing about their attitude, 
subjective norm and perceived behavioural control towards CL, could help to predict the 
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behaviour towards using CL. Integrating these known factors in the design of programs 
and educational policies could contribute to more effective implementation, fomenting the 
intention of teachers about using CL with their students, and in turn their final experience 
of it. In the following sections the results regarding attitudes, subjective norm and 
perceived behavioural control identified in this study will be described and discussed, then 
this information will be considered in regard to future CL interventions. 
Attitudes of teachers towards the use of CL 
In general, teacher attitudes towards CL were positive. This was evident in their 
answers to the semi-structured individual and group interviews in Study one and the 
findings of Studies two and three. They believed CL had more advantages than 
disadvantages, but in general the advantages were related to social and personal skills 
more than cognitive and academic ones. They did mention some advantages related to 
cognitive and emotional skills though, such as self-regulation, meaningful learning, 
motivation and mediation skills. They associated individual learning with academic 
outcomes, possibly because they do not have the knowledge of how to structure CL and 
use it in an effective way so they do not facilitate the academic outcomes as a 
consequence of CL. However there are over 900 research studies that validate the 
superiority of CL, if it is well implemented, over individualistic and competitive ways of 
teaching and learning, and the outcomes are better in integrated areas of learning, 
academic, social and emotional skills (Johnson et al., 2000) 
Another observation was that teachers from public schools reported more 
disadvantages than the teachers from private schools; this may be due to the different 
experiences they have of their context. The disadvantages that were identified by the 
teachers are mostly related to discipline and the necessity of maintaining control inside the 
classroom. They believed that if they implemented CL, the classroom would be noisy, 
untidy and this would result in no discipline. A number of teachers believed that CL 
produced unequal work between the students, that there would always be one student in 
the group who does not do anything, or one who does everything, It seems that teachers 
have a lack of strategies to implement CL effectively, and this reinforces their belief of CL 
as a strategy that implies loss of control inside the classroom. Nevertheless, there is 
enough research that supports the idea that these disadvantages could be overcome if CL 
tasks are well structured, groups are purposely formed and the teachers ensure that the 
elements of successful CL are present (Baines et al., 2007, 2008).  
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Teachers reported they sometimes formed groups of more than five students, where 
the recommended number is three or four students but no more (Gillies, 2003; Lou et al., 
1996). In addition, the appropriate composition of the group depends on the characteristics 
of the children. Teachers in this study reported that they used different criteria for forming 
groups in their classes. Some chose to form heterogeneous groups in terms of ability, 
others created groups randomly, while others created using friendship groups. Research 
shows, for example, that students with low ability learn more in heterogeneous ability 
groups, medium ability students have better results in homogeneous groups and high 
ability students have the same results in both types of groups (Lou et al., 1996). It was 
clear that the teachers in this study did not have information about what would be better 
for their students. Teachers also omitted the variable about gender balance that is 
important in the formation of group work (E. Cohen, 1994). 
 The SPRinG (Social Pedagogic Research into Groupwork) was an empirical 
research project on effective group work in pupils from primary and secondary years, one 
of the things suggested in this relational approach is that groups should be gender 
balanced, as well as mixed with non-friends and friends, and if there are students of 
different ages, this is also a good mix (Kutnick & Blatchford, 2014). Regarding the fear of 
losing control of students, Kutnick and Blatchford described that when the activity is well 
structured, children focus more on the task, so the teacher can shift from controlling them 
to monitoring their learning. The SPRinG project is an example of a successful program in 
achieving effective group work in primary children. This project proposed certain 
characteristics that have to be considered in effective group work and that can be helpful 
for achieving a good quality CL also. The main points are: Attention to social and physical 
organization of groups and classroom; structure challenging task activities; development of 
group work skills and supportive involvement of educational adult agents. If these 
principles are included in the implementation of group work programs it would change the 
belief system that teachers hold regarding the disadvantages that can have a group work 
with CL characteristics, and would enhance the advantages, because there would be more 
possibility of having successful CL in schools, and this would imply better cognitive, social 
and emotional outcomes. 
Subjective Norm 
Subjective Norm was the weakest correlation with Behaviour, which shows that 
teachers participating in this research reported that they are not affected very much by 
 121 
what other people think regarding the use of CL, and this does not impact directly in their 
intention to use it, compared with the other factors described in this Chapter.  
The relative contributions of each of the factors of TPB, and the weight individuals 
give to attitudes and subjective norm differs from different studies and even between 
individuals (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2005). In a meta-analysis conducted by Armitage and 
Conner (2001) where they examined 185 studies researching the efficacy of the Theory of 
Planned Behaviour, they found that the theory was a good model for the prediction of 
behaviour, and in the majority of studies they also found that the construct of subjective 
norm was the weakest predictor of intentions. Therefore, the results of this research 
concerning the correlations of the three constructs and behaviour are consistent with the 
results of most of the studies related to the TPB. 
Teachers in this study reported that, in general, other people in the educational 
environment had positive attitudes towards CL (pedagogical leader, counsellor, etc.), and 
few would disapprove the use of this pedagogical practice. But when they were asked to 
identify someone who may not like their children to work with other children, most of them 
named the parents. Teachers believed there was a lack of cooperation from the parents, 
and this cooperation is central to ensuring successful learning in their children. The 
alliance between family and schools is central to having good academic results. Teachers 
commented that they felt overwhelmed with the work inside the classroom; there are not 
enough adults inside helping with the teaching. They believed it would be good to have 
more adults, teachers’ assistance, for example, considering the young age of these 
children, where they do need more attention. They also believed it would be useful to have 
specialist teachers who work with students with special needs involved in the inclusion of 
children in the classrooms. But including more adults is not enough to have effective CL, it 
could even be counter-productive if these adults are not trained in the skills required for 
producing CL (Kutnick & Blatchford, 2014). 
The limited impact of the Subjective Norm variable, then, could be explained by the 
few people who are actually involved in their pedagogical work. Teachers believed that 
what they do inside the classroom is their responsibility; not because they are given 
autonomy but because there is not enough support for them. There is an individual way of 
working, they do their teaching in a closed door classroom, teachers are disconnected 
from the rest of the educational community, just transmitting what is in the national 
curriculum they are asked to teach. But this is not a problem of teachers themselves, but is 
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a systemic one. Teachers have an excessive amount of time inside the classroom, and 
their work load does not include time to plan their classes and work with their colleagues, 
in schools there are no time for cooperative work between the teachers (Undurraga et al., 
2002). 
Even though Subjective Norm was not a very important factor to consider with this 
sample, it is always important to consider what teachers believe about the beliefs of 
meaningful people for them regarding the use of CL, and if it is possible engage also these 
meaningful people in the teaching learning process. Including other agents in the 
educational process is important to have positive change in pedagogy, and following the 
beliefs of the teachers of this study, parents would be a key player to include. 
Perceived Behavioural Control towards CL 
The Structural Equation Modeling and Confirmatory Factor analyses carried out in 
this research showed that Perceived Behavioural Control was the construct of the TPB 
that had the greatest impact on the intention to use and the behaviour of using CL by the 
teachers. If this aspect is considered in future implementation of programs regarding CL, it 
would augment the possibilities of teachers actually using CL in their classroom. 
Teachers believed that schools and their environment did not facilitate them having 
control over using this type of pedagogy. Public school teachers believed there were more 
obstacles to the adoption of CL than teachers from private schools, especially regarding 
human and material resources. The lack of adults inside the classroom discussed in the 
previous section was an aspect that they believed did not facilitate their use of CL. In fact, 
a State of the Art report prepared by the Ministry of Education (Centro de estudios, 
Mineduc, 2013) stated that there are fewer adults inside the early childhood classroom in 
Chile than in other countries. Furthermore, a significant negative correlation between the 
number of students in the class and teachers´ Perceived Behavioural Control were 
identified in this thesis. This shows that teachers felt less capable or in control when using 
CL if they had a high number of students in their class. They reported that the number of 
students was seen as an obstacle as it was felt that large numbers of students (and 
therefore a large number of groups) would be difficult to manage. It is easier in private 
schools because there are fewer students per class. It is interesting though that in a 
literature review carried out by Kutnick et al. (2005) they found that in small classrooms, 
there was less group work carried out by teachers than in larger classes, they tended to 
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give individual work to students and keep them focussed. Little time for planning, and 
evaluation demands from educational authorities were other characteristics that teachers 
from both types of schools named as obstacles and elements that make it difficult to use 
CL. Consequently, they believed it was easier to keep students sitting facing the teacher 
so they can cover the curriculum and prepare them for the tests. Kutnick et al., stated that 
one of the reasons that teachers avoid using CL in their classrooms could be management 
problems. 
Teachers in this study also believed that they did not have the competence to 
implement CL, and this was especially true for educators from the public system. They did 
not feel in control of using CL in their classroom and they identified some elements that 
they perceived helped them to feel this way. One of the reasons was that they were used 
to a traditional classroom. They believed they could use group work but not necessarily 
CL. Teachers, who reported they use CL, do it instinctively. They believed they did not 
have enough support for it and that they lacked knowledge of this pedagogy. Teachers 
showed interest in CL pedagogy and almost all of the teachers were positive about CL. 
Even though they had an interest in it, most of them had not had any training in CL, not 
even in their preparation at University. 
It is not surprising that teachers did not feel prepared and in control for using different 
methodologies such as CL as they have not been trained to implement it. In the State of 
the Art report (mentioned before) that was completed in 2012 by the Ministry of Education 
about the quality of early childhood teachers’ training, 60% of the teachers at this level of 
teaching fail to meet the required standard set for teachers (Centro de estudios Mineduc, 
2013). In addition, the compulsory national test for teachers in 2010 showed that, in the 
public sector, preschool teachers had the lowest results of all teachers. It seems that the 
preparation of teachers from this teaching level is not of high quality and less effort is put 
into providing effective teaching programs for them. The State of the Art report also 
indicated that only 76% of the Universities’ school career programs at the early childhood 
pedagogical level were accredited, even though the legislation said that it is compulsory to 
be accredited so teachers can be well trained. 
Teachers need to feel capable of implementing pedagogies such as CL, as this is 
likely to directly affect their practice and students’ achievement. Self-efficacy has been 
associated with the attitudes of teachers towards innovations in their practices (Guskey, 
1988); teachers’ perception of their pedagogical competence is directly associated with the 
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performance of their students (Martin, Sass, & Schmitt, 2012). Having teachers who feel 
capable of implementing innovative strategies such as CL directly affects student 
engagement in their learning (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Another 
important aspect of providing support to teachers and improving their self-efficacy and 
perception of control in using CL, is for the school to act as a facilitator for cooperation to 
happen, not only inside the classroom, but in the whole educational community.  
School Environment 
Most of the teachers in this study initially said that they felt they worked in a 
cooperative environment; it seems that there is great generosity among their colleagues. 
They indicated that they shared material and when they had some questions or doubts, 
they found support; generally this support came from their peers and they did not all feel 
they received the same support from those who had authority within the school. It seems 
that peer support was not something that was institutionalized, but something that 
emerged from teachers’ initiatives. Despite this initial claim, the responses in the 
interviews and focus groups suggested that, in fact, there was little cooperation happening 
in a school level. The interviews made it clear that there was not a culture of cooperation 
in their schools: there was little group work between teachers facilitated by the institution; 
they have very little time to do things together and innovation was not encouraged, all of 
which are obstacles to working cooperatively. They did not feel supported from the 
different agents of education involved in the process of teaching and learning. There were 
some teachers, however, who did identify their environment as a cooperative one, and 
others believed there is a mixture of cooperation and competition, but in general in their 
discourse they showed that cooperation was not a norm in the school and nor at the 
political educational level. 
To implement CL inside the classroom, it is not only necessary that the teachers 
have the belief that it is an effective strategy and that they intend to use it, it is also 
essential that cooperation becomes the norm, that it be adopted at the whole school level 
and that the opportunities and time are provided for the teachers to work together (Gillies, 
2003). Where constructive problem resolution and respect are part of every day life, there 
is loyalty towards a common good and compassion for others when they are in need 
(Johnson & Johnson, 2002). This new structure has the name of a cooperative school 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1999).  
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However, by listening to Chilean teachers, it seems that in this context, especially in 
public education, it is particularly difficult to have these cooperative schools. To implement 
change inside the classroom is not easy, and is a long time work, it needs to be tested 
over time (Jolliffe, 2014). Compromise needs to occur not only with the principal, teachers, 
and parents, but from the political side as well. It is important that learning together is 
embedded in the curriculum. The curriculum and reforms should include teachers in the 
process, where the opinions and beliefs of those who are going to implement the 
methodologies inside the classroom, are considered (Smith & Southerland, 2007). 
Cooperation is not only a way of acting, but also a way of approaching life; it has to be 
present in the different stages and levels of the educational system, from the Ministry of 
Education to the classroom and in the way educational systems are created. Cooperation 
is a way of learning and a way of being with others. It is a way of constructing a democratic 
society (Dewey, 1937). 
Limitations of the Study 
Because beliefs were identified through reports from teachers, objectivity is not 
achieved. No active observations were undertaken inside the classroom, so the 
information have to be considered as the personal view of teachers regarding what is 
happening in their educational context, and what are the factors that influence their use of 
CL as well as their experience in it. To gain an understanding of what is actually going on 
inside the classroom, it would be necessary to conduct live observations and analysis of 
different pedagogical artefacts. 
Other limitations of this study were that all the other themes regarding teachers’ use 
of CL such as the school environment, teacher experience, strategies, inclusion of 
students with special needs, among others were investigated only in the Study 1 by asking 
open questions during the interviews, so a qualitative data and interpretation was 
conducted. Very few items regarding these themes were constructed in the questionnaire 
for Studies 2 and 3, and when a factor analysis was run they did not meet the criteria for 
having robust results and conclusions to be generalized, so for the final statistical analysis 
they were ignored. 
Even though a large sample was part of the investigation, a larger and more 
representative sample size may need to be considered for future research that would 
enable these issues to be explored.  
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Conclusions 
The beliefs of teachers need to be considered if change is to be made in their 
pedagogical strategies. To shift to a cooperative way of teaching and learning, the system 
of beliefs held by teachers should be part of the design of any intervention or professional 
development program regarding CL. In this study, The Theory of Planned Behaviour 
appears to be an appropriate theory to try to understand how early childhood teachers 
make decisions about the use of CL in their classrooms in a Chilean context. This thesis 
shows that the factors of this theory are related and could predict the intentions and final 
use of CL for early childhood teachers. Between these factors, the Perceived Behavioural 
Control towards CL was the construct that appears to have the greatest influence on their 
intention to use it.  
The findings show that teachers have perceived low control over CL, mainly because 
they have had no training in it, not during their University nor as practicing teachers. They 
described that they have only experienced being taught, both during their own schooling 
and at university, in a very transmissive and teacher-centred way. Other important beliefs 
they reported were that the schools where they work do not facilitate a cooperative 
environment, and do not provide the human and material resources needed to produce CL 
in their classroom. Furthermore, in general they also believed that they do not work in a 
cooperative environment, they do their work in an individualistic way, and not collaborate 
with their colleagues in sharing their practices and supporting each other; however, 
teachers from private schools did not believe this as strongly as teachers from public 
schools. The engagement of all the agents of the school would be an important factor to 
consider, if teachers perceived a principal who is convinced of the benefit of CL, this would 
affect their intention to using CL, as well as the engagement of parents or other people 
involved.  
A negative correlation was revealed between the number of students and their 
Perceived Behavioural Control towards CL in the public environment. This corroborates 
the difference in the obstacles that can be perceived in the public sector that may not be 
present in a private institution where the number of students in a class is not a big 
problem. Teachers from both types of schools feel pressured to have strong academic 
results, and good achievement in the standardized tests. They are constantly evaluated by 
authorities in their classroom and they believe this is a factor that puts pressure on them 
and leads them to keep their traditional way of teaching where they feel in control of what 
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is going on inside the classroom. As a result, they do not take the risk of implementing 
new pedagogical strategies such as CL.  
The second place in terms of influence in the use of CL was the attitude that teachers 
have towards it. Teachers described more advantages than disadvantages associated 
with the use of CL, but the main advantages described are related to personal and social 
skills and they virtually omit, in general, cognitive skills and academic achievements. 
Teachers also indicated that they worry about losing control over discipline and the 
students.  They believe it is more difficult to keep control when students work in groups 
than individually, and they also believe that this kind of work produces unequal effort 
between the students, where the evidence shows the contrary. Study 2 shows, though, 
that the attitudes are positive towards CL and that they are correlated with the other two 
constructs of subjective norm, perceived behavioural control, intentions and behaviour, so 
this construct is a good predictor for using CL. 
The last construct in terms of weight towards the influence of use of CL was 
subjective norm or the extent to which Chilean early childhood teachers are influenced by 
what other people say regarding the use of CL. Even though what others think about the 
use of CL was a factor that did not have as high an influence as the other variables in 
teachers’ intention of using CL, it was clear that it is very important to engage parents and 
other educational players in a CL implementation program.  
The other factor that was described as influencing their use of CL was the 
environment of the school. It appears there is a clear difference between public and 
private school teachers’ perception of their environment in terms of cooperation. Both 
public and private teachers feel pressured to produce strong academic results, and good 
performances on the standardized tests, in school and at the national and international 
level. This pressure made them work hard and localize their strategies to what they 
already know and not take risks, as they believe that a traditional way of teaching and 
learning would be more effective for these purposes. This issue was especially 
pronounced in the public education system, where teachers believe they are more 
pressured in time, that they do not work cooperatively with their colleagues and that the 
conditions are more precarious. 
As it has been mentioned, there were some differences between public and private 
school teachers’ use of CL. Interestingly not many differences were found between the 
teachers from the different grade levels.  
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Future research 
Further research is recommended to be undertaken regarding differences and 
similarities between the beliefs of teachers from different grade teaching levels within early 
childhood education towards CL. This information would be a good contribution to include 
in the design of possible programs for early childhood teachers. If differences are found 
between preschool and primary teachers, it would be good to design strategies for each 
group of teachers separately, putting emphasis in the particular characteristic of teachers 
regarding their school year of teaching.  
Further observations inside the classrooms could be conducted, to enable 
confirmation or rejection of the reported beliefs and practices. Additionally new practices or 
information could be elicited from direct observation of CL activities, for example: the types 
of interactions between the students, the kind of discourse of the teacher and children 
while they work together, type of activities, conformation of the groups, among others.  
Program for professional teacher development and Cooperative Learning teacher 
communities for using CL strategies inside the classroom and for creating a cooperative 
school, could be design, implemented and evaluated. This would be a great contribution to 
an early childhood education. Chile needs this kind of pedagogy in its educational system. 
Contribution of this study for further CL implementation  
in a Chilean early childhood context 
In order to provide students with the skills needed in this 21st century and for the 
construction of a democratic society, programs and interventions regarding CL need to be 
designed and implemented in Chile. To achieve this, public policy should consider 
professional teacher development and include strategic curriculum design for the inclusion 
of CL, especially the development of cooperative problem resolution experiences of 
learning.  
Considering the importance of the beliefs of teachers for real change in their 
behaviour inside the classroom, this research provides some evidence of the beliefs of 
early childhood teachers that could be considered in the implementation of future CL 
policies and programs. Figure 7.1 shows a proposed model for incrementing the adequate 
implementation of CL by the teacher, based on teachers’ beliefs and attitudes elicited and 
understood by this research. It shows how the factors based in the TPB could strengthen 
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and potentiate the interaction among them creating a virtuous cycle of positive beliefs. To 
jumpstart  this virtuous cycle, the creation of a Cooperative Learning teachers’ community  
within the school/s is suggested. If well implemented, such cooperative interactions 
between teachers might produce changes in their AB, SN and PBC, towards the use of CL 
in their classroom. These beliefs and attitudes would interact in an ecological way, planting 
the seed of intention to use CL, resulting in its eventual uptake by the teachers. If teachers 
cooperate and learn together, children would similarly be supported to learn together in 
their classroom (Jolliffe, 2014). Figure 7.1 also shows that these elements are not in 
isolation but are part of a broader educational context, so what happens in the classroom 
is going to be benefited by the national and international educational policies. If policies 
foment and assess CL skills, this could also jumpstart  the virtuous cycle.  
 
 
Figure 7.1. Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes based model for the use of CL 
 The findings of this research show that the aspect most influencing the intentions of 
teachers in their use of CL is their perceived behavioural control (PBC) over using CL. 
Teachers’ beliefs shows that they perceived a low self-efficacy about using CL. A way of 
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improving this self-efficacy is by having and observing successful experiences (Bandura, 
1977; Kirik & Markic, 2012), and also reflecting with others about using CL (Brody, 1998; 
Cooper & Boyd, 1998; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Putnam & Borko, 2000 ), in this way 
their learning would be deeply installed becoming sustainable over time. A CL teacher 
community would be helpful for developing trust and augmenting teachers’ perceived 
behavioural control over the use of CL in their classrooms. Public policies and schools are 
also important to facilitate the implementation of CL, for example, one simple thing would 
be providing time in teachers’ schedules to plan their classroom work with their colleagues, 
and facilitate the resources necessary for it to be implemented. 
 Secondly, teachers’ attitudes towards behaviour (AB) is also affecting their use of 
CL. While teachers had a positive attitude towards it, they still identified some 
disadvantages that could be influencing their low intention for using CL. If teachers 
received professional development where they could acquire strategies to overcome these 
disadvantages and knowledge regarding CL methodology, their attitudes would start 
changing too. There is considerable research that highlights strategies that are effective 
for successful CL (many of them were described in this Thesis) and could be used by 
Chilean teachers. Positive experiences of effective CL implementation, that augment their 
motivation, could positively influence teachers’ attitudes change (Brody 2004, Johnson & 
Johnson, 1998, Wood, 2000).  
 Even though the Subjective Norm (SN) factor appears to carry less weight than the 
other two factors, parents appear to be one group who could influence teachers’ intentions 
to use CL in the Chilean context. An alliance with parents in a program for the use of CL 
would be a worthy inclusion. Teachers said in this research that they felt lonely with their 
work and isolated from the educational community, doing their work behind  closed doors 
inside their classroom. It is important to include all the players of the educational 
community, so effective cooperative change can be achieved .  
Perceived Behavioural Control, Attitudes, and Subjective Norm over CL, are three 
interconnected aspects that  influence each other, as can be seen in Figure 7.1. If work is 
undertaken, in at least one of these three aspects, it would positively affect the others, and 
this in turn would affect teachers’ intention and behaviour with respect to using CL.  
On the other hand, creating a cooperative school environment might impact directly 
on their intention to use CL. Added to this, if assessment is focused on evaluating the 
process of learning and skills for working with others such as cooperative problem 
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resolution, more CL would be used by the teachers. The international test, PISA 2015,  
2013) is going to include collaborative problem resolution skills (OECD, 2013), so this 
could be an opportunity to include the teaching and learning of these skills in the national 
policies of education, and then this might have a top down effect on the schools and 
teachers practices of CL. 
In sum, for a strategy such as CL to be adopted inside the classroom in a successful 
way, it appears that it is not just the responsibility of the teacher, but is also a systemic 
requirement. Teachers’ beliefs elicited in this study show how their practice and intention 
of using CL in the classroom is related to different factors, and requires the commitment of 
all the people involved in the educational process, from the Ministry of Education, to the 
principals, parents, teachers, students and others.  
 Knowing the beliefs of teachers was a way of listening to them in their deep 
understanding of their pedagogical context; it could be a door to begin understanding the 
complex reasons of why and how CL should be used inside the early childhood classroom. 
This research sought to contribute to this knowledge, so future intervention towards using 
CL could consider teacher beliefs, and construct a more cooperative educational culture, 
for the learning of skills for peaceful problem resolution and for becoming a more 
democratic citizenship.	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Appendix A  
Semi-structured interview schedule Group and individual Interview 
Thank you for participating in this study and to be here today. The objective of this 
interview is to know about your thoughts, beliefs and experience in using Cooperative 
Learning (CL). 
By Cooperative Learning we understand “two or more students working together to 
achieve a common goal” (Johnson, Johnson & Holubec, 2004). 
Tell me about what do YOU understand by cooperative learning 
• Your definition of cooperative learning 
• Differences with group work 
• Do you know some strategies of cooperative learning? 
• Do you think young children can cooperate? Give an example 
Tell me about your experience of cooperative learning 
• Do you normally use cooperative learning in your classroom? 
• Describe a cooperative learning strategy that you have used in your classroom 
• Describe one successful experience 
• Describe a experience that you had some concerns 
Tell me about students experience in using cooperative learning 
• What have you observed that happens with students while they are working 
together? 
• Have you used cooperative learning for inclusion of students with special needs? 
How students response to that? 
Tell me about your attitude towards cooperative learning (AB) 
• What do you believe are the advantages of using CL in your classroom? 
• What do you believe are the disadvantages of using CL in your classroom? 
• Is there anything else you associate with your own views about using CL in your 
classroom? 
Tell me about other people thinking about CL (SN) 
• Are there any individual or groups who would approve of you using CL in your 
classroom? 
• Are there any individual or groups who would disapprove of you using CL in your 
classroom? 
• Is there anything else you associate with other people’s view about using CL in your 
classroom? 
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Tell me about how capable do you feel about using CL (PBC) 
• What circumstances would enable you to use CL in your classroom? 
• What circumstances would make it difficult or impossible for you to use CL in your 
classroom? 
• Do you think you have the competence for using cooperative learning in your 
classroom? 
• Have you had any professional development in cooperative learning? 
• Are there any other issues that come to mind when you think about using CL in 
your classroom? 
Tell me about the environment where you work. 
• How is the environment of the educational institution that you work at? 
• Do you have the instance for working in a cooperative way with your colleagues? 
• Do you feel in a cooperative environment?  
• Describe some experience of cooperation in your school. 
• Does the institution take into account your opinions? 
• Do you work together to achieve a common goal or the work is individualistic? 
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Appendix B 
 Example of an interview coding 
 
III. Focus Public School. 
Second Grade 
4/05/11 
 
Teachers: 
A: Andrea (13 years at school) 
L: Lucy   
C: Carmen (13 years at school) 
MC: Maria Cecilia (13 years at school) 
 
 
What comes to your head when I say cooperative 
learning?  
 
1. It’s like one kid helping another  
 
DEFINITION CL: 
 -­‐ One kid helps the other (III.1) 
2. C: One has a subject to teach, you have to 
accomplish a goal every day, that goal becomes easier 
when you have cooperation or some collaboration, 
because you in teamwork learn quickly. One gives the 
instructions for the activity and they start to ask or ask 
each other. Some begin to work and the other to copy 
the other one. After a while they dare to ask. But when 
team work becomes systematic, the kid it get used to it 
and becomes capable of saying when. It is always the 
work, the children have a social behavior that allows 
them to communicate with each other and help each 
other, when it is collaborative, they have a common 
goal and the teacher is the one predetermining that 
goal. Additionally they have some time for that, because 
they cannot move from one period to the other, so this 
makes it easier.  
 
-­‐ Achieve a common goal (III.2) 
 
ADVANTAGES: -­‐ Some learn easily (III.2)  -­‐ After a while they ask. (III.2)  
 -­‐ The kid gets used to it, when 
the work is systematic (III.2). -­‐ They get social behavior, it 
allows them to communicate 
and help each other (III.2). -­‐ They have a common goal 
(III.2) -­‐ They have time limit. (III.2) 
 
3. And the other thing that happens is that the kid 
strengthens himself as a person, because everything 
counts inside.  It would like this or that. It makes 
themselves grow. I work a lot in groups because there 
are children that don’t talk to anyone, team work makes 
them communicate, it makes them have friends and 
makes them to like the school. To be sitting in couples 
looking at your friends head, is not a good environment 
for me. It is difficult from kinder, but they are always in 
groups, maybe it is not collaborative work, but they are 
in groups.  But when they are already used to be 
looking at each other looking at what the other is doing, 
it gives them more confidence. The kid expressed what 
looks cold, what is very abstract, we all try to do this in 
a determined period of time, and then they stood up 
front and explained they work and a Little one stood up 
and said that all the green is my contribution. That is a 
very good way of expressing themselves that is very 
beautiful my kids are very intelligent.  
 
-­‐ The kid strengthens himself as a 
person (III.3). 
 -­‐ They communicate with each 
other (III.3) -­‐ Bad environment in lines. (III.3) -­‐ Since kinder in groups, not 
necessarily cooperative. (III.3)   
 
 
 
 
 -­‐ The kid talks and then presents  
it in front of the class (III.3) 
 -­‐ Proud of her children (III.3). 
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4. How did you organize the group for this to happen? 
 
 
5. To see the polygons live and make art with that, to 
see it in real life. That this paper is for all, because this 
(she takes the paper) is not sharing, we all have to 
share, this paper is for everyone. From this, the ideas of 
home is different, the triangle and the square. But 
another one came up and said if I put two triangles and 
a rectangle like this, and I put a square here I will get a 
house with the window done. We will make two types of 
houses. Any presenter would like to talk about what we 
will present, I want to say what we are doing, etc. there 
was a Little boy that lived under the desk and wouldn’t 
talk, and now he speaks and became part of the group, 
these are very important achievements for that kid that 
lived under the bridge.  
 
ACTIVITY:  -­‐ To make a work of art with 
polygons (III.5) 
 
ORGANIZATION: -­‐ Origami paper for all 
Share(III.5) -­‐ A presenter is requested. 
 
 -­‐ An example of a quiet kid and 
integrated the team with CL 
(III.5). 
 
6. Do you work in groups? 
A: We are supposed to work in groups, but time doesn’t 
allow us. Monday is a good day in terms of timing, we 
get together with the technical chief.  
WORK BETWEEN TEACHERS: -­‐ They don’t have the time to 
work in groups (III.6). -­‐ One of the week with the head 
of UTP. (III.6) 
 
7. L: things about the technical team to tell their 
experiences, there is no time for that. Each one of us 
takes care of her own sub-sector, it is not to see what 
we will do in language, all of us do the same, the ones 
that conduct the team are these two..  
 
-­‐ No time for collaborative work. 
between teachers (III.7) -­‐ Each one with a subsector. 
(III.7) 
 
8. A: I would like to work in groups, but I don’t, it 
doesn’t work for me, it’s a disaster, my class is too 
noisy, too active, I make them sit in groups, but they 
start talking a lot and no one pays attention to me, the 
don’t listen, I have to blow the whistle, so for me it is 
very exhausting, which starts with sitting them one 
behind the other. I don’t know if this happens because I 
am a mess, or too funny, very flexible, because this has 
always happened with my class. I would love to work in 
groups; it has a lot of benefits, but a lot of bad things.  
In the group there is always one that hasn’t done 
anything and gets always with it, understand, when a 
kid works in groups, there is always one that doesn’t do 
anything and gets the same grade, for example y a job 
or when painting something, there is one that painted 
the borders and the others sacrificed. I believe that 
some kids don’t have the personality, they don’t get it 
out.  It would be very hard to see that all the kids are 
participating, in the 11 groups that I would have to put 
together in my class, verifying that each one 
participates and do their tasks. For me, it is easier that 
they work in couples.  
 
EXPERIENCE -­‐ Not work in group, not 
successful. Although she would 
like it (III.8) -­‐ Noisy class. (III.8) -­‐ Tries but kids don’t pay 
attention (III.8) -­‐ Doubts if responsibility is hers, 
because she is a mess. (III.8)  
 
DISADVANTAGE: -­‐ There is always one that doesn’t 
do anything (III.8) 
 
 
 -­‐ Kids with no personality stay 
like that. (III.8) -­‐ Difficult to monitor 11 groups. 
(III.8) -­‐ Easier to work in couples. (III.8) 
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9. MC: That can also be collaborative.  
 
 
10. A: There is no doubt about that I would love that my 
class would work in groups, that they had a leader, that 
they would help each other, I would love that to 
happen, but I haven’t been able to.  It doesn’t work for 
me, and it has never worked. I do team work once in a 
while for them to do something together, but it is very 
hard, because there is a lot of mess.  
There are 44 students 
 
PBC: -­‐ She would like them to work in 
groups, to have a leader, but I 
can’t (III.10) -­‐ Sometimes I work in groups, but 
it’s a mess. 
(III.9) 
 
11. L: it has been very hard for me, with all theses 
years working I am at the end of my career, I am used 
to the traditional classroom. When I take a test I like 
them to be very apart from each other, they have to put 
their backpacks in the middle, kids cheat.  It has been 
very hard for me, when they share some activities, 
when I have to do a mural, but the daily work is done in 
their desks.  
 
-­‐ Used to traditional classroom 
(III.11) 
 -­‐ They separate desks when 
taking tests (III.11). 
 -­‐ It’s been difficult to work in 
groups(III.11) 
 
12. A: We all tried to be in groups, and to be honest, I 
suffered, children listen to me, listen! Also the 
classrooms are very uncomfortable to work I groups, 
they are small and their backpacks are at the back.   
I don’t know how you do it; it fits you up to the center. 
But I put two desks together. It is difficult to pass by 
them; the bags fall to the floor.  
 
-­‐ Suffer with group work, child do 
not listen to her. (III.12) 
 -­‐ Small classes (III.12) 
 
 -­‐ Difficulty to make the 
groups(III.12) 
 
13. MC: Every now and then I work in groups, this year 
has been more, It was more difficult than now. I have 
been able to work more with that, they are quieter, it 
works better and I feel it has a lot of benefits.  
 
-­‐ Usually works in groups. Every 
time more successful. (III.13) 
 -­‐ Find benefits (III.13). 
 
14. The shier kids, dare to talk more and do stuff, when 
we are working in groups we compete a lot, to win 
sweets or to go outside.  The group from 1 to 8 for 
example. However, I have to mix the children when the 
groups don’t work.  I have had more success this year. I 
have had a class with the ones that I haven’t been able 
to work in groups. To be able to make a group. Because 
they have to be able to form something. 
 
ADVANTAGES: -­‐ For their children. They dare to 
talk (III.14) 
 -­‐ Change the kids when the 
groups don´t work. (III.14) 
 
15. A: It would be ideal to have a space in the center, 
etc, but here the space is in the corner to the wall, in 
case of emergency they need to have an exit.  
 
-­‐ Difficulty to group them due to 
reduced space (III.15) 
 
16. The other thing that worries me, is that the children 
need to turn around to look at the whiteboard, I believe 
this classroom is not ideal for group work.  
 
-­‐ Inadequate room to work in 
groups (III.16) 
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Appendix C  
Example of a part of a hierarchical category tree 
! Definition of AC: 
! Common Goals 
 Achieve	  common	  goals	  (III.2)	  
 Have	  a	  common	  objective.	  (III.30)	  
 Cooperative,	  several	  kids	  doing	  something	  for	  the	  same	  motive.	  (IV.11)	  
! Help each other  
 A	  kid	  helps	  the	  other	  (III.1)	  
 They	   assist	   each	   other,	   emphasis	   in	   the	   process	   and	   that	   the	   results	   are	   not	  achieved	  (IV.3)	  
 We	  learn	  with	  the	  other	  person’s	  assistance	  (V.2)	  
 Collaborative,	  help	  each	  other	  (VII.4)	  
! Learn with a classmate 
 To	  keep	  learning	  from	  the	  other	  (V.2)	  
 Work	  with	  another,	  they	  use	  it	  a	  lot	  (V.3)	  
! Share 
 Share	  materials,	  cooperation	  (III.35)	  
! Team work 
 Team	  work	  (VII.2)	  
 Team	  work	  (IV.3)	  
! Learning Flux 
 Learning	  Flux,	  comes	  and	  goes	  (V.2)	  
! Different ways of cooperation 
 Different	  ways	  for	  cooperation	  (V.2)	  
 Technology	  also	  cooperates	  (V.2)	  
 Collaboration	  is	  noticed	  in	  the	  playground(VII.3)	  
 In	  the	  playground,	  group	  competencies,	  would	  be	  cooperative	  learning.	  (VII.5)	  
! Language 
 Language	  is	  what	  the	  AC	  has	  the	  most.	  (V.59)	  
! Integration, participation 
 Children	  and	  teachers	  are	  integrated.	  Children	  with	  participation	  (VIII.11)	  
! Difference between team work and AC: 
! AC goes beyond TW 
 TW	  sitting	  together,	  but	  to	  achieve	  something	  together	  (IV.13)	  
 Team	  work	  is	  get	  together,	  but	  individually.	  AC	  common	  goals,	  work	  together.	  (III.28)	  
 TW,	  everyone	  does	  something	  but	  doesn’t	  affect	  the	  other.	  AC	  every	  one’s	  role	  is	  important	  (VIII.36)	  
 Everybody	  is	  cooperating,	  with	  individual	  learning,	  not	  all	  learn	  the	  same	  way.	  (V.14)	  
 In	  TW	  changes	  do	  not	  affect	  them,	  but	  in	  cooperative	  it	  does.	  (VIII.36).	  
 It	  goes	  beyond	  TW,	  two	  can	  work	  cooperatively	  (III.32)	  
 TW	  they	  will	  work	  for	  the	  same	  (VII.3)	  	  
! Not a big difference 
 Not	  a	  big	  difference,	  AC	  in	  a	  group.	  (IV.10)	  
 Children	  learn	  how	  to	  get	  organized	  (IV.10)	  
 Not	  in	  the	  job	  itself.	  Not	  all	  learn	  in	  the	  same	  pace	  (V.14)	  
 Little	  difference,	  both	  help	  the	  other	  (VII.3)	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! Attitude towards the Behavior (AB): 
! Advantages: 
 Shyness	  loss	  
 Pairs	  learning,	  more	  effective	  
 Able	  to	  find	  assistance	  from	  the	  other	  (III.56)	  
 They	   understand	   their	   classmates	   better	   than	   they	   do	   the	   teacher	  (IV.19)	  
 Within	  their	  classmates,	  everyone	  use	  the	  same	  vocabulary.	  (VIII.15)	  
 Some	  learn	  faster	  in	  groups	  (III.2)	  	  
 They	  respect	  the	  classmate	  more	  when	  he	  is	  explaining	  (VII.9)	  
 The	  conditions	  of	  learning,	  come	  from	  the	  children	  (VII.11)	  
 They	  learn	  from	  others,	  children	  are	  integrated	  with	  difficulties	  (VII.24)	  
 Social	  skills	  
 Acquire	   social	   behavior,	   it	   allows	   them	   communicate	   and	   help	   each	  other.	  (III.2).	  
 More	  dialogue	  capacity,	  another	  way	  to	  face	  life,	  it	  helps	  for	  their	  future.	  (V.35)	  
 Less	  individualistic,	  able	  to	  socialize,	  broadens	  vocabulary,	  positive	  for	  self-­‐esteem	  (IV.27)	  
 The	  social	  part	  and	  the	  pedagogic	  result	  (VIII.15)	  
 Getting	   out	   words	   to	   communicate,	   socializing,	   communication,	   oral	  language.	  (V.35)	  
 Experiences	   contributions,	   they	   develop	   the	   ability	   to	   listen	   to	   each	  other,	  pay	  attention,	  and	  look	  for	  a	  solution	  together.	  (V.34)	  
 They	  learn	  about	  relationships,	  without	  discriminating	  (VIII.15)	  
 They	   have	   a	   better	   relationship;	   they	   learn	   to	   know	   their	   classmate	  (IV.38)	  
 Self-­‐regulation	  	  
 The	  group	  demands	  to	  who	  doesn’t	  participate	  (IV.30)	  
 Reinforces	  Personality	  
 The	  kid	  reinforces	  himself	  as	  a	  person	  (III.3)	  
 Everyone	  contributes	  with	  knowledge,	  that	  raises	  self-­‐esteem	  (V.37)	  
 Bonding	  part,	  in	  my	  opinion,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  be	  heard.	  (V.35)	  
 Solidarity	  
 They	   learn	   from	   their	   pairs,	   solidary	   spirit.	   They	   encourage	   their	  capabilities	  (VII.24)	  
 Fosters	  skills,	  Solidary	  spirit,	  learn	  from	  the	  other	  (VII.28)	  
 Dejan	  de	  lado	  intereses	  personales,	  se	  potencia	  solidaridad	  (VII.61)	  
 Benefits	  
 Finds	  Benefits	  (III.13).	  
 Team	  work	  
 It	  matters	  that	  they	  work	  in	  teams	  
 Common	  goals	  
 Accomplish	  common	  goals.	  (III.56)	  
 Abilities	  for	  life	  
 Basic	  work	  for	  basics	  that	  work	  in	  group	  (IV.28)	  
 Important	  for	  life,	  you	  will	  work	  with	  a	  colleague	  (IV.25)	  
 It’s	  a	  learning	  experience	  for	  life	  (V.22)	  
 Get	  organized	  
 Capabilities	  to	  get	  organized,	  delegate	  tasks	  (IV.27)	  
 Significant	  learning	  
 The	  en	  up	  with	  things	  learned	  (IV.27)	  
 More	  significant	  learning	  (IV.38)	  
 They	  learn	  lessons	  in	  a	  better	  way	  (V.73)	  
 Easier	  for	  the	  teacher	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 Easier	  for	  the	  teacher,	  you	  don’t	  have	  to	  be	  constantly	  looking	  at	  the	  kid	  (V.46)	  
 Kid’s	  knowledge	  
 AC,	  helps	   to	  know	  the	  kid	  better,	   they	  don’t	  behave	  the	  same	  as	  when	  they	  work	  independently	  (V.47)	  
 Observation,	  the	  best	  way	  to	  evaluate	  them	  is	  when	  they	  are	  in	  groups.	  (V.47)	  
 Motivation	  
 They	  feel	  more	  involved	  with	  AC	  (VII.7)	  
 Mediation	  
 The	  Environment	  mediation	  in	  the	  learning	  process	  (VII.24)	  	  
! Disadvantages: 
 The	  kid	  that	  doesn’t	  work	  
 There	  is	  always	  one	  that	  doesn’t	  do	  anything	  (III.8)	  
 Some	  kids	  lean	  on	  the	  other	  (IV.29)	  
 Too	  many	  students,	  one	  can	  get	  lost	  (V.42)	  
 There	  are	  children	  that	  don’t	  work,	  stay	  behind	  (VIII.17).	  
 The	  one	  that	  stays	  silent,	  you	  can	  hear	  him	  in	  the	  group	  work	  (VII.26)	  
 Untidiness,	  noise	  
 Too	  many	  children	  per	  group,	  it	  can	  be	  a	  mess	  (IV.32)	  
 Everything	   becomes	   a	   mess	   if	   the	   leader	   doesn’t	   put	   them	   in	   order	  (V.43)	  
 Some	  start	  playing,	  induce	  the	  others	  not	  to	  finish	  their	  work	  (V.42)	  
 It	  is	  hard	  to	  work	  with	  noise	  (VIII.17)	  
 Noisy	  class.	  (III.8)	  
 Inhibition	  
 Sometimes	  leader	  kids	  saturate	  the	  others.	  (IV.16)	  
 Hard	  for	  kids	  with	  less	  personality.	  (III.8)	  
 More	  work	  for	  the	  teacher	  
 More	  work	  for	  the	  adult	  in	  charge	  (IV.29)	  
 Negative	  groups	  
 Very	  passive	  groups,	  that	  cannot	  structure	  themselves	  as	  a	  group	  (V.41)	  
 Kids	   that	  are	  not	  chosen	  by	  any	  groups,	  get	   together,	   their	  work	   isnot	  successful.	  (VIII.41)	  
 Fighting	  for	  a	  role	  
 They	  all	  want	  to	  be	  the	  leader	  (VII.18)	  
 Difficulty	  seeing	  the	  achievements	  
 Doesn’t	  allow	  to	  have	  a	  clear	  view	  of	  the	  achievements	  (VII.26)	  
! Perceived behavior control (PBC): 
! Experience: 
! Priority for individual work: 
 Sometimes	  group	  work,	  too	  much	  mess	  (III.10)	  
 Used	  to	  the	  traditional	  classroom	  (III.11)	  
 Suffers	  with	  group	  work,	  kids	  don’t	  listen	  (III.12)	  
 If	  she	  had	  them	  one	  by	  one,	  would	  be	  happy	  (III.37)	  
 Avoids	  group	  work	  (III.40)	  
 Separate	  them	  when	  there	  is	  a	  test	  (III.11).	  
 Resists	  to	  work	  in	  group.	  (III.51)	  
 New	  class	  trying	  to	  integrate	  themselves	  (III.60)	  
! Works in group 
 Usually	  works	  in	  group.	  It	  is	  more	  successful	  every	  time.	  (III.13)	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 In	  France,	  everything	  in	  groups	  (III.63)	  
 A	  lot	  of	  team	  work	  (VIII.13)	  
 Also	  individual	  work,	  in	  groups	  over	  the	  50%.	  (VIII.13)	  
 Continuity	  of	  group	  work	  	  (III.64)	  
 Each	  contributed	  they	  knowledge	  to	  the	  group.	  (V.36)	  
 Cooperative	  because	  he	  could	  follow	  his	  ideas	  and	  felt	  important	  (V.37)	  
! Competence: 
! Without competence: 
 Would	  like	  for	  them	  to	  work	  in	  groups	  and	  have	  a	  leader,	  but	  she	  can’t.	  (III.10)	  
 She	  tries	  but	  children	  don’t	  pay	  attention.	  (III.8)	  
 Hard	  to	  work	  in	  groups,	  does	  it	  some	  times.	  (III.11)	  
 Cannot	  work	  in	  groups	  (III.52)	  
 Doesn’t	   work	   in	   groups,	   not	   successful.	   Although	   she	   would	   like	   to.	  (III.8)	  
 Not	  all	  have	  all	  the	  competences	  (V.68)	  
 With	   the	   kids	   she	   was	   successful,	   but	   it	   was	   hard,	   maybe	   she	   didn’t	  know	  how	  to	  do	  it.	  	  	  
! Teacher’s responsibility 
 She	  doubts	   if	   it	   is	  her	   responsibility,	   to	  be	  a	  mess	  and	  says	   that	   is	   the	  kids’	  fault	  to	  the	  option	  of	  working	  in	  groups.	  (III.8)	  	  
! Lack of knowledge 
 There	  are	  things	  that	  we	  don’t	  know,	  new	  methodologies	  (IV.45)	  
 Sometimes	  you	  have	  to	  do	  things	  and	  don’t	  know	  how.	  (IV.21)	  
! Has the competence 
 Study	  under	  the	  reform,	  feels	  more	  prepared	  (VIII.25)	  
 Has	  read	  a	  lot,	  interested	  in	  democratic	  communities	  (VIII.34)	  
 Yes,	   i	   work	   with	   sociologist.	   She	   feels	   prepared	   to	   work	   in	   groups.	  	  (III.62)	  
! Training: 
! Interest in training 
 My	   interest	  was	   triggered;	   I	  would	   like	   to	  enforce	   it	  more.	  Have	  more	  control	  of	  it	  (VII.36)	  
 One	  is	  always	  thinking	  of	  getting	  more	  (IV.42)	  
 Interest	  to	  get	  AC	  training	  (VII.65)	  
 Training	  is	  always	  necessary.	  (V.71)	  
! Have not have AC training 
 They	  have	  never	  have	  AC	  training(III.61)	  
 No	  studies,	  and	  would	  like	  to	  have	  it	  to	  work	  in	  groups.	  (III.74)	  
 There	  not	  a	  lot	  of	  advanced	  courses	  (IV.45)	  
 No	  advance	  courses	  since	  the	  corporation	  (V.69)	  
 Never	  have	  had	  AC	  advanced	  course	  (V.70)	  
 Nothing	  to	  improve	  (VIII.32)	  
 Lack	  of	  training	  to	  innovate	  (VII.42)	  
! Not a lot of advanced courses 
 Unique	  on	  collaborative	  learning:	  Eduinnova	  (IV.48)	  
 Portfolio:	  one	  thing	  in	  cooperative	  learning	  (IV.48)	  
 Portaflio,	  AC	  matters(IV.49)	  
 Only	  in	  the	  post-­‐graduate.	  The	  inclusion	  one	  (VII.38)	  
! Facilitates: 
! Bigger classroom: 
 That	  the	  classroom	  was	  bigger	  (III.68)	  
! Desks  
 Desks	  for	  four	  to	  five	  children	  (III.68)	  
 Furniture,	  desks	  that	  are	  infront	  of	  the	  kids	  (V.58)	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! Respect within the children 
 Children	  respecting	  eachother	  (III.69)	  
! Number of children 
 Right	  number	  of	  kids,	  34,	  36,	  29	  (IV.59)	  
 Number	  of	  kids	  makes	  the	  difference	  (IV.59)	  
 Number	  of	  kids	  (IV.60)	  
! Adults disposition 
 Disposition	  of	  the	  adult	  to	  try	  new	  things	  (IV.	  61)	  
! Resources 
 No	  lack	  of	  material	  (V.60)	  
 Have	  technological	  means	  to	  motivate	  the	  students	  (V.67)	  
 Resources,	  they	  have	  technology.	  (VIII.29)	  
 Have	  an	  adequate	  space,	  adequate	  material	  (VII.34)	  
! Same codes 
 They	  come	  from	  the	  same	  social	  economic	  environment	  (V.59)	  
 Same	  language	  codes(V.59)	  
! Pace 
 Study	  in	  these	  times	  (VIII.27)	  
! Need to be with others 
 Convinced	  of	  the	  need	  to	  be	  with	  others.	  (VIII.27)	  
! More teachers 
 That	  there	  were	  more	  than	  two	  teachers	  (VII.28)	  
! Rules 
 Clear	  rules	  (VII.29)	  
! Makes it difficult: 
! Too many students 
 Difficult	  to	  monitor	  11	  groups.	  (III.8)	  
 44,	  40,	  43	  students	  per	  class	  (III.17)	  
! Small number of adults 
 33	  students,	  a	  teacher	  and	  a	  trainer	  is	  not	  enough.	  (VII.28)	  
 Small	  number	  of	  adults	  (VII.32)	  
! Reduced space 
 Too	  small	  classrooms	  to	  perform	  AC	  (III.12)	  
 Difficulty	  to	  organize	  the	  groups	  due	  to	  space	  (III.15)	  
 Inadequate	  classroom	  to	  work	  in	  groups	  (III.16)	  
 Difference	  with	  north	  American	  classrooms	  (III.18)	  
 Classroom	  size,	  too	  small	  (VIII.31)	  
! Parents ask for individual work 
 That	  parents	  would	  ask	  for	  individual	  work	  (III.71)	  
! Little time 
 Little	  time	  to	  work	  in	  groups	  (IV.46)	  
! Schooling education 
 Preschool	  learning	  very	  very	  school	  like	  (IV.51)	  
! Demands, evaluations 
 Everything	  very	  square,	  a	  lot	  of	  evaluations	  (IV.51)	  
 A	  lot	  of	  demands,	  they	  need	  to	  take	  learning	  in	  individually	  (IV.51)	  
 More	  individual	  learning,	  a	  lot	  of	  notebooks	  (IV.51)	  
 We	  want	  to	  respect	  paces,	  but	  they	  ask	  for	  a	  lot,	  they	  demand	  too	  much	  (IV.52)	  
 Artistic	   expression	   is	   hard,	   they	   ask	   for	   a	   lot	   of	   language	   and	   math	  (IV.53)	  
 Too	  much	  school	  way,	  affects	  cooperative	  work	  (IV.53)	  
 It	  would	  be	  useful,	  but	  it	  is	  a	  lot	  of	  AC,	  there	  are	  things	  missing	  (IV.53)	  
 Need	   to	   get	   results	   in	   language	   and	   math,	   there	   is	   n	   o	   time	   for	  interaction	  or	  creation	  (IV.56)	  
 SIMCE	  is	  a	  priority,	  since	  they	  are	  young	  (IV.57)	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  Many	  evaluation	  (IV.57)	  
! Materials are not used 
 Stored	  materials	  that	  are	  not	  used	  (IV.59)	  
 Materials	  that	  don’t	  make	  it	  to	  the	  classroom	  (IV.71)	  
! Interruptions 
 A	  lot	  of	  people	  come	  to	  interrupt	  the	  class	  (V.62)	  
 Noise	  from	  the	  other	  classroom	  (V.64)	  
! Needs at home 
 Needs	  at	  home,	  they	  don’t	  want	  to	  work	  as	  a	  team	  (VII.32)	  
! Subjective Norm (SN): 
! Approves: 
! Head of UTP 
 Head	  of	  UTP	  asks	  to	  work	  in	  groups	  (IV.28)	  
 Head	  of	  UTP,	  that	  they	  do	  team	  work.	  (III.51)	  
 Head	  of	  UTP,	  Director,	  integration	  teachers.	  Some	  teachers.	  (VIII.18)	  
! Parents 
 Parents	  accept	  the	  results	  (III.56)	  
! General 
 It	  is	  fostered	  at	  school.	  (V.50)	  
 Prominence	  of	  kids	  is	  valued,	  self-­‐esteem	  (V.50)	  
 General	  support	  at	  school	  (IV.40)	  
 No	  one	  seems	  to	  disapprove	  it	  (VIII.21)	  
! Advisor 
 Advisor,	  feels	  better	  working	  with	  them	  (IV.40)	  
! Colleagues 
 In	   the	   post-­‐graduate	   school,	   they	   say	   that	   the	   traditional	   way	   of	  working	  must	  be	  set	  aside	  (VIII.23)	  
 Colleagues	  (VII.45)	  
! Disapproves: 
! Parents 
 Parents	  against	  group	  work,	  because	  of	  the	  mess.	  (III.55)	  
 Sometimes	  parents	  don’t	  support	  them	  (IV.42)	  
 Sometimes	  parents	  ask	  for	  their	  kids	  to	  be	  moved	  (VII.53)	  
 It	  is	  very	  common	  that	  parents	  don’t	  want	  their	  kids	  to	  sit	  with	  certain	  classmates.	  (VII.55)	  
 Representative	  (V.52)	  
! Headmaster 
 Headmaster	  orders	  group	  work	  (III.55).	  
! General 
 When	  it	  is	  misunderstood,	  it	  can	  be	  disapproved.	  (V.52)	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Appendix D 
Cooperative Learning in Early Childhood, Questionnaire (CLECQ) 
             
Introduction 
This Survey is part of a study for a Doctorate of Philosophy (PhD) in the School of Education at the 
University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia. We have the pleasure of inviting you to be part of this 
study by answering this Questionnaire. 
The information provided by you will allow us to understand the beliefs, attitudes and intentions of early 
childhood Chilean teachers towards the use of cooperative Learning or teamwork. 
The answers to the Questionnaire will be confidential and they will only be used by the research team. 
Your individual responses will never be provided to your school. 
Instructions  
This Questionnaire is designed to identify your beliefs; attitudes and intentions towards Cooperative 
Learning or team work in your early childhood classroom. 
             
Our definition of Cooperative Learning (CL) or team work is: 
"A pedagogical strategy that involves groups of two or more students working together in order to 
achieve a common goal". 
Our definition of Early Childhood (EC) education is: 
"Education given for children before the age of eight" 
             
Please read each item carefully and follow the directions of each section. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation!!   
             
Section 1 Please complete the following information or mark with an x when appropriate 
About the School where you work:      
                   A. School’s 
RBD (If known) 
         
B. School 
Name 
  
C. Type of school Public    Private    D. Suburb   
Personal Background          
E. Are you:  Male 
   
  
  
Kinder 
  
Female     
F. Years of 
teaching: 
  
G. Grade of 
teaching: 
2nd year:   
H. Year of Birth:                  
 
      
J. Level achieved in the last 
national teacher assessment  
Unsatisfactory  
 
Bachelors 
   
Basic 
  
Master 
   
 
Outstanding   
I. Highest degree 
obtained: 
Specialist     
   
Distinguished 
  
  
Doctorate   
     
I have not been 
evaluated   
  Other (write 
here) 
 
 
__________________ 
K. Number of 
students in 
your class _____________  
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Section 2: Please read each item carefully and mark an X on the number of the scale 
that best describes your opinion. The scales goes from 1 to 7, where 1 is the lowest 
score and it rises progressively until 7, that is the highest score of each scale.  
“Each question in this section refers to the use of Cooperative Learning (CL) or team 
work inside your early childhood (EC) classroom”  
1 
How often have you used 
CL in your EC classroom in 
the last month? 
Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Every Day 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 To use CL inside my EC 
classroom is 
Unpleasant 
For me 
Pleasant 
3 
If I were to use CL in my 
classroom, there would be 
some EC students in the 
group who will not work 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
4 
Most people who are 
important to me use CL in 
their lessons. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
5 
For me to use CL in my EC 
classroom in the 
forthcoming 15 days is 
Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Possible 
6 
EC Students do not 
cooperate because of their 
young age 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
7 
EC students self-regulate 
their behaviour when they 
work in CL groups 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
8 
If I have too many EC 
students in my classroom, 
It would be difficult for me 
to use CL. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
9 
I believe there is a 
competitive environment in 
the school where I work 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
10 
I do not have the 
knowledge that is needed 
to implement CL in my EC 
classroom 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
11 
I plan to use CL in my EC 
classroom the forthcoming 
month 
Not At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A Great 
Deal 
12 
Other people’s opinion, 
even if they are important 
to me, does not influence 
my behaviour inside my 
classroom  
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 
Agree 
13 
If I had training in CL 
methodology I would use CL 
more in my EC classes  
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
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14 
If I were to use CL in my EC 
classroom it will be more 
difficult for me to cover all the 
curriculum content 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 
To use CL inside my EC 
classroom is 
Harmful 
For students 
Beneficial 
16 
The self-esteem of my EC 
students would improve if I 
use CL in my classes 
Not At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Great 
Deal 
17 
The decision to use CL in my 
EC classes is beyond my 
control 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
18 
If I were to be evaluated by 
others in my EC classroom, I 
would be less likely to use CL 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
19 
If I use CL with my EC 
students they will develop 
their social skills 
(communication, listen to each 
other, empathy, etc) 
Not At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Great 
Deal 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 
To use CL inside my EC 
classroom is 
Bad 
In general 
Good 
21 
I use CL in my EC class for the 
inclusion of children with 
special needs 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
22 
If I had more time for 
planning classes I would do 
more CL activities in my EC 
classes 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
23 
If I use CL with my EC 
students they will learn by 
helping their peers to learn 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
24 
People in my school expect me 
to use CL in my EC class 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
25 
The principal thinks I should 
use CL in my EC class: 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
26 
If I were to use CL in my EC 
classroom there would be too 
much noise  
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27 
To use CL inside my EC 
classroom is 
Difficult 
For me 
Easy 
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28 
I want to use CL in my EC 
classroom the forthcoming 15 
days 
Not At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Great 
Deal 
29 
Using CL in my classroom 
would assist my EC students 
to be less shy 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
30 
If I have a small classroom, it 
would be difficult for me to 
use CL 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
31 
Parents would approve of me 
using CL in my EC classroom 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
32 
My EC students like to work in 
CL groups 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
33 
It is mostly up to me whether 
or not I use CL in my EC 
classroom in the forthcoming 
month 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34 
To use CL inside my EC 
classroom is 
Unenjoyable 
For students 
Enjoyable 
35 
Other teachers use CL in their 
EC lessons 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
36 
Using CL in my EC class 
involves more work for me 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
37 
People in my life whose 
opinions I value would 
approve of me using CL in my 
EC classroom 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
38 
I will try to use CL in my EC 
class in the forthcoming 
month 
Not at All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A great deal 
39 
People in the ministry of 
education expect me to use CL 
in my EC classes 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
40 
I work with my colleagues in a 
cooperative way when 
planning my lessons. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
41 
Using CL in my classroom will 
cause conflicts between my EC 
students 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
42 
If there are few resources in 
my school it will be difficult for 
me to use CL in my lessons 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
43 
It is difficult for children of 
these ages to cooperate with 
each other 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
44 
It is much easier to keep 
discipline with EC students 
when they are seated in rows 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
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45 
Using CL in my EC classroom 
will permit student to develop 
problem solving skills 
Not At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Great 
Deal 
46 
Other teachers will not 
approve of me using CL in my 
EC classes 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
47 
National test assessment 
(SIMCE) influences my 
decision not to use CL in my 
EC lessons 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
48 
There are people who are 
important to me who think I 
should not use CL in my EC 
class 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
49 
I am not intending to use CL 
in my EC class in the 
forthcoming 15 days 
Definitively 
False 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Definitively 
True 
50 
Using CL in my lessons 
negatively affects my EC 
students discipline 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51 
To use CL inside my EC 
classroom is 
Worthless 
For me 
Valuable 
52 
I believe there is a 
cooperative environment in 
the school where I work 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
53 
If I wanted to, I could use CL 
in my EC classroom every day 
in the forthcoming 15 days 
Definitively 
False 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Definitively 
True 
Section 3: Please read each item carefully and place an X on the number that best represent 
your opinion. The scales goes from 1 to 7, where 1 is the lowest score and it rises 
progressively until 7, that is the highest score of each scale. 
“Each question in this section refers to your general practice in early childhood education 
(EC)" 
54 
Developing social Skills 
(communication, listen to each 
other, empathy, etc) in my EC 
students is: 
Very 
Unlikely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 
55 
Doing what other EC teachers 
do is important to me 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
56 
That my EC students learn to 
help their peers to learn is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
desirable 
57 
There are a lot of demands 
and evaluation on me from 
the school leadership group  
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
58 
That my EC students develop 
their self-esteem is: 
Very 
Unlikely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 
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59 
What parents think I should 
do matters to me 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
60 
That some EC students don't 
work when they are in group 
is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
61 Having a noisy EC class is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
62 
What people in the Ministry of 
Education expect is important 
to me 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
63 
I have too many EC students 
in my classroom 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
64 
Having more work as an EC 
teacher is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
65 
Having conflicts between my 
EC students is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
66 
The size of my EC classroom is 
very small  
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
67 
Negative Discipline in my EC 
class is: 
Very 
Unlikely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Likely 
68 
There are few resources in my 
school 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
69 
That my EC student become 
less shy is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
70 
That the principal approves 
my practice is important to me 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
71 
That my EC students self 
regulate their discipline is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
72 I have had training in CL Not At All 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A Great 
Deal 
73 
To cover all the curriculum 
content in my EC classes is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
desirable 
74 
To develop Problem solving 
skills in my EC students is: 
Extremely 
Undesirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
Desirable 
75 
I have lot of time for planning 
my classes 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Agree 
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Section 4: Please complete the information or mark with an x when is appropriate. 
Each question in this section is about groups for CL or team work (if you use the strategy) 
    
Randomly 
  
76 
Typical 
number of 
students 
per group   
77 
Conformation of the group 
(mark as many as apply) 
With friends 
  
78 
Roles in the 
group:     
Mixed ability 
  
   
I decide roles   
   
By gender 
  
   
There are no 
roles     
Mixed gender 
  
   
  
     
   
Students decide 
their roles 
   
They choose who to 
work with 
  
79 
 
  Other:____________ 
  
Rate the extent to which 
cooperative learning is part 
of your CURRENT week 
classroom routine: 
Never 
     
       
Rarely (less than 10%) 
     
       
Occasionally (about 
30%)      
       
Sometimes (about 
50%)      
       
Frequently (about 
70%)      
       
Usually (about 90%) 
     
            
Every time 
      
 
80. Do you know some of these CL methods? (Mark as many as apply): 
 
Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD) 
 
 
Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT) 
 
 
Team-Assisted Individualization (TAI) 
 
 
Cooperative Integrated Reading and 
Composition (CIRC) 
 
 
Jigsaw Teaching (JT) 
 
 
Learning Together (LT) 
 
 
Group Investigation (GI) 
 
 
None of the Above 
 
 
Other: 
_________________________________________ 
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• If you want to be part of an mp4 riffle and follow the progress of this investigation, 
please write your personal details: 
 
Name: ______________________________ 
 
Email: _______________________________ 
 
Phone number: ________________________ 
 
• If you think that there is other teacher that will be interested in answering this 
questionnaire, write their personal details (write all that you want separated by a “,“) 
 
Names: ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Emails: ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephones: __________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Thank you very much for your cooperation!!!!! 
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Appendix E  
Scoring key for Cooperative Learning 
Early Childhood Questionnaire (CLECQ) 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) Constructs in the questionnaire: 
(Taken from: Science Teacher Beliefs and Intentions Regarding the Use of Cooperative 
Learning, Lumpe, Czerniak, Haney, 1998) 
Direct measures construct: 
Attitude toward the Behaviour (ABd): Beliefs about the consequences of using 
Cooperative learning (CL) in the Early childhood (EC) classroom, and the evaluations of 
those consequences. 
Subjective Norm (SNd): The measure of what others think regarding the use of CL inside 
the EC classroom. 
Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCd): Refers to a teacher’s belief as to how easy 
using CL in EC classroom will be and to what extent internal or external influences will 
affect the teacher’s ability to engage in it.  
It is theorized that these three constructs influence a person’s intent to engage in a 
particular target behaviour; called behavioural intention (BI). Behavioural intention directly 
influences person actions called the behaviour (B). 
Indirect measures constructs: 
Indirect Attitude towards the behaviour (ABi): Includes those behavioural beliefs about 
the advantages and disadvantages of engaging in the use of CL in EC classroom. 
Outcome evaluation beliefs include those beliefs about the possibility that using CL in their 
EC classroom will actually bring advantages and disadvantages. 
Behavioural beliefs and outcome evaluation beliefs are combined into the indirect measure 
of attitude toward the behaviour. 
Indirect subjective norm (SNi): Encompasses normative beliefs (the perceived influence 
of groups of people on implementing CL in EC classroom) and motivation to comply 
beliefs (the willingness of the subjects to comply with those groups of people). Normative 
beliefs and motivation to comply beliefs are combined into one indirect measure of 
subjective norm.  
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Indirect Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCi): consists of Strength of control beliefs 
and control belief power. Control beliefs represent the perceived influence of external 
factors in implementing CL in EC classroom. Control belief power indicates the person’s 
belief that those external factors will be present. Control beliefs and control belief power 
are combined into one indirect measure of perceived behavioural control. 
Scoring indirect measures: 
The salient beliefs are combined in a linear equation resulting in the three indirect 
measures (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). The following equation is used to combine salient 
beliefs for indirect attitude toward the behaviour: 
ABi= ƩBbOe 
Where ABi represents indirect attitude toward the behaviour, Bb represents behavioural 
beliefs, and Oe represents the Outcome evaluation of those beliefs. Based on the Theory 
of Planned Behaviour, the responses to each corresponding salient belief are combined 
through a linear equation and summed to produce total scores for each of the three 
indirect measures. 
For example, a teacher may believe that the implementation of CL in EC classroom is very 
likely make students be less shy and this response would receive a score of 7. 
Conversely, this same teacher may be only slightly favourable to the idea of students be 
less shy in EC, and this response would receive a score of 2. These two scores are 
multiplied to achieve a score of 14 for the salient belief of making less shy early childhood 
students. All of the multiplied scores of the salient attitude belief are summed to produce 
one total score for ABi. This same process is repeated for the other TPB indirect scales 
(SNi and PBCi). 
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Scoring Key (CLECQ) 
Range of Score: 1 to 7 
Direct Measurement Question number 
Behaviour (B) 1, 79 
Behavioural Intention (BI)  11, 28, 38, 49 
Attitude towards the behaviour (ABd)  2, 15, 20, 27, 32, 34, 51 
Subjective Norm (SNd)  4, 24, 37, 48 
Perceived Behavioural Control (PBCd) 5, 10, 17, 33, 53 
 
Indirect Measurement Question 
number 
Items requiring multiplication 
Behavioural 
Beliefs (Bb) 
3, 7, 14, 16, 
19, 23, 26, 29, 
36, 41, 45, 50  
Indirect Attitude 
towards the 
Behaviour (ABi) 
Outcome 
evaluations (Oe) 
54, 56, 58, 60, 
61, 64, 65, 67, 
69, 71, 73, 74 
 
(3*60)+(7*71)+(14*73)+(16*58)+ 
(19*54) 
(23*56)+(26*61)+(29*69)+(36*64) 
(41*65)+(45*74)+(50*67) 
Strength of 
Normative 
beliefs (Snb) 
25, 31, 35, 39, 
46 
Indirect 
subjective norm 
(SNi) 
Motivation to 
comply (Mc) 
12, 55, 59, 62, 
70 
(25*70)+(31*59)+(35*55)+(39*62)+ 
(46*55) 
Control Beliefs 
Power (Cbp) 
8, 13, 18, 22, 
30, 42 
Indirect 
Perceived 
Behavioural 
Control (PBCi) 
Strength of 
control beliefs 
(Scb) 
57, 63, 66, 68, 
72, 75 
(8*63)+(13*72)+(18*57)+(22*75)+ 
(30*66)+(42*68)  
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Other measurements Question number 
Inclusion of children with special needs (In) 21 
Egocentric to cooperate in EC, age (E) 6, 43 
School cooperative environment (SC) 40, 52, 9 
Discipline in rows (D) 44 
SIMCE influence (Simce) 47 
Student self regulate: 7 
Items requiring reverse scoring:  
3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12,14, 17, 18, 22, 26, 30, 36, 41, 42, 43, 44, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 57, 63, 66,  68  
Section 1 
Item Codes 
B. Type of School: 
 
Public: 1 
Private: 2 
 
C. Region Region de Tarapaca: 1 
Region de Antofagasta: 2 
Region de Atacama: 3 
Region de Coquimbo: 4 
Region de Valparaiso: 5 
Region del Libertador Bernardo O’Higgins: 6 
Region del Maule: 7 
Region del Bio – Bio: 8 
Region Region de la Araucania: 9 
Region de Los Lagos: 10 
Region de Aysen: 11 
Region de Magallanes: 12 
Region Metropolitana: 13 
Region de los rios: 14 
Region de Arica y Parinacota: 15 
 
D. Gender: 
 
Male: 0 
Female: 1 
 
F. Grade of teaching: 
 
Kinder: 0  
2nd year:1 
 
H. Highest degree obtained: Bachelors (technical, escuela normal, 
estudiante universitario, technologic): 1 
Specialist: 2 
Master (Postitulo): 3 
Doctorate: 4 
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I. Level achieved in the national test 
assessment: 
 
 
Unsatisfactory: 1 
Basic: 2 
Outstanding: 3 
Distinguished: 4 
I have not been evaluated: 5 
 
 
Section 4 
Item Codes 
77. Conformation of the group Yes: 1   No: 0 
 
a. Randomly 
b. With friends  
c. By ability  
d. Mixed ability 
e. By gender 
f. They choose who to work with 
g. Other 
 
78. Roles in the group: 
 
Yes: 1  No: 0 
 
a. I decide roles 
b. There are no roles 
c. Students decide their roles 
79. Rate the extent to which 
cooperative learning is part of your 
CURRENT week classroom routine: 
 
Never: 1 
Rarely (less than 10%): 2 
Occasionally (about 30%): 3 
Sometimes (about 50%): 4 
Frequently (about 70%): 5 
Usually (about 90%): 6 
Every time: 7 
  
Type of Questionnaire: On-line: 1 
Paper: 0 
 
 
 
 
